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Rule During The Reign Of Senwosret Iii And Amenemhet Iii 
Abstract 
The distinctive sculptural image of Senwosret III has attracted attention since its first appearance. 
Unfortunately, a general lack of inscriptional or chronological data makes it difficult to situate key 
examples within his reign. A series of debates that surround his reign length and the possible existence of 
a number of coregencies that span virtually the entire 12th Dynasty further compound these concerns. 
The issue of coregencies remains controversial; recently it has become fashionable to categorically deny 
their existence. However, such a viewpoint denies the complexity of the data. Despite the ambiguity of the 
dated material, when considered in conjunction with the archaeological, chronological, and art historical 
evidence the practice cannot be ruled out. Though many have accepted coregencies as an important 
aspect of Middle Kingdom governance, few have examined how the Egyptians may have expressed such 
a concept in art historical terms. The large and distinctive body of statuary dated to Senwosret III and 
Amenemhet III offers the perfect case study. This dissertation presents both a comprehensive accounting 
of the evidence for coregency during the 12th Dynasty and a synthesis of the full corpus of royal sculpture 
attributed to Senwosret and Amenemhet III. It examines a total of 73 statues/fragments of Senwosret III 
that reflect two main stylistic variants: the Early Style and the Later Style. The Early Style is attributed to 
the king's sole-reign and reflects, in face and body, the style of his predecessor, Senwosret II. The Later 
Style is more exaggerated, with a body type that continues into the reign of Amenemhet III. The corpus 
includes six geographic series and three stylistic groups. It also takes into account 92 examples from the 
reign of Amenemhet III, which include seven geographic series and three stylistic groups. Using 
architectural dating, iconographic details, and textual references these groups are then attributed 
chronologically. The evidence indicates that by the reign of Senwosret III the kings of the 12th Dynasty 
had developed a textual, religious, and visual program involving a number of distinctive portrait types that 
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The distinctive sculptural image of Senwosret III has attracted attention since its first 
appearance. Unfortunately, a general lack of inscriptional or chronological data makes it difficult 
to situate key examples within his reign. A series of debates that surround his reign length and 
the possible existence of a number of coregencies that span virtually the entire 12th Dynasty 
further compound these concerns. The issue of coregencies remains controversial; recently it has 
become fashionable to categorically deny their existence. However, such a viewpoint denies the 
complexity of the data. Despite the ambiguity of the dated material, when considered in 
conjunction with the archaeological, chronological, and art historical evidence the practice cannot 
be ruled out. Though many have accepted coregencies as an important aspect of Middle 
Kingdom governance, few have examined how the Egyptians may have expressed such a 
concept in art historical terms. The large and distinctive body of statuary dated to Senwosret III 
and Amenemhet III offers the perfect case study. This dissertation presents both a 
comprehensive accounting of the evidence for coregency during the 12th Dynasty and a synthesis 
of the full corpus of royal sculpture attributed to Senwosret and Amenemhet III. It examines a total 
of 73 statues/fragments of Senwosret III that reflect two main stylistic variants: the Early Style and 
the Later Style. The Early Style is attributed to the king’s sole-reign and reflects, in face and body, 
the style of his predecessor, Senwosret II. The Later Style is more exaggerated, with a body type 
that continues into the reign of Amenemhet III. The corpus includes six geographic series and 
three stylistic groups. It also takes into account 92 examples from the reign of Amenemhet III, 
which include seven geographic series and three stylistic groups. Using architectural dating, 
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iconographic details, and textual references these groups are then attributed chronologically. The 
evidence indicates that by the reign of Senwosret III the kings of the 12th Dynasty had developed 
a textual, religious, and visual program involving a number of distinctive portrait types that served 
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• Nelson 62.11 – Quartzite Group – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Nelson-Atkins 
Museum, Kansas City 
 
Plate III: The Abydos Temple of Osiris Series 
• London BM EA 608 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• Mariette 1880 – W.M.F. Petrie, Abydos II (London: EEF, 1903), pl. XXVIII. 
 
Plate IV: The South Abydos Series 
• Abydos QS1 front – J. Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III at Abydos (New 
Haven: Peabody Museum of Natural History, 2007), pl. 31c. 
• Abydos QS2 left – Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pl. 31d. 
• SA.2029 – J. Wegner, “South Abydos, Burial Place of the Third Senwosret?: Old and 
New Excavations at the Abydene Complex of Senwosret III,” KMT 6, no. 2 (1995): 58-71, 
p. 67. 
 
Plate V: The Deir el-Bahari Series 
• London BM EA 684 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• London BM EA 685 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• London BM EA 686 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• Deir el-Bahari Torso 1 – I. Hirsch, “Zur Kultpolitik der 12. Dynastie,” in R. Gundlach and 
W. Seipel (eds.) Frühe ägyptische Königtum: Akten des 2. Symposiums zur ägyptischen 
Königsideologie in Wien 24.-26.9.1997 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1999), pp. 43-62. p. 
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• Cairo RT 18/4/22/4 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
• London BM EA 768 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
 
Plate VI: The Deir el-Bahari Series Faces 
• London BM EA 684 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• London BM EA 685 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• Cairo RT 18/4/22/4 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
• London BM EA 686 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
 
Plate VII: The Karnak Colossi Series 
• CG 42011, full – K. Lange, Sesostris (München: Hirmer, 1954), pl. 24. 
• CG 42012, side – M. Pillet, “Deux représentations inédites de portes ornées de pylônes, 
a Karnak,” BIFAO 38 (1939): 239-251, pl. XXIX. 
• CG 42011, face – G. Legrain, Statues et Statuettes de Rois et de Particuliers (Cairo: 
IFAO, 1906), pl. LVI. 
• Luxor J.34, front – B. Letellier, “Découverte d’une Tète Colossale de Sesostris III a 
Karnak,” Kemi 21 (1971): pp. 165-176, pl. XV. 




Plate VIII: The Karnak Sphinxes 
• New York MMA 17.9.2, full – Image courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum of Art 
• New York MMA 17.9.2, face – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Metropolitan 
Museum of Art 
• Sheikh Labib Sphinx – L. Habachi, “The Gneiss Sphinx of Sesotris III: Counterpart and 
Provenance,” MMJ 19/20 (1984/85): 11-16. 
 
Plate IX: The Medamoud Series 
• Louvre E 12960 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Louvre  
• Louvre E 12961 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Louvre 
• Cairo JE 66569 – B. Horneman, Types of Ancient Egyptian Statuary, I (Munksgaard, 
1951), No. 1349. 
 
Pl. X: The Medamoud Series 
• Louvre E 12960 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Louvre 
• Fitzwilliam E.GA.30051943 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Fitzwilliam Museum, 
Cambridge 
• Cairo JE 66569 – F. Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III: Bemerkungen 
zur königlichen Rundplastik der spaten 12. Dynastie,” MDAIK 51 (1995): 227-54, pl. 14. 
• Cairo CG 486 – Lange, Sesostris, pl. 37. 
• Louvre E 12962 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Louvre  
• Fitzwilliam E.37.1930 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Fitzwilliam Museum, 
Cambridge 
• Louvre E 12961, – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Louvre 
 
Pl. XI: The Semna Series 
• Khartoum SNM 447 – W.V. Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III in the Sudan National 
Museum,” in N. Favry, C. Ragazzoli, C. Somaglino, and P. Tallet (eds.), Du Sinaï au 
Soudan: Itinéraires d’une Égyptologue (Paris: Éditions de Boccard, 2017), pp. 75-85, fig. 
6. 
• Khartoum SNM 448 – Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III,” fig. 14. 
• Boston MFA 24.1764 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Museum of Fine Arts, 
Boston  
 
Pl. XII: The Serabit el-Khadim Series 
• London BM EA 692 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• London BM EA 47148 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• Boston MFA 05.195a-c – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Museum of Fine Arts, 
Boston 
• Toronto ROM 906.16.111 – S. Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte a la fin du Moyen 
Empire et a la Deuxième Période Intermédiaire (Université Libre de Bruxelles Diss., 
2014), pl. 190. 
 
Pl. XIII: The Brooklyn Group 
• Aswan 1360+Blougne E 33099 – Connor, Images du pouvoir, pl. 178. 
• Baltimore WAG 22.115 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Walters Art Gallery, 
Baltimore 
• Brooklyn 52.1 – Image courtesy of the Brooklyn Museum  
• JG N 474 – H. Jacquet-Gordon, Karnak-Nord VIII, Le Tresor de Thoutmosis I (Paris: 
FIFAO, 1999). 
• Elephantine No. 103 – Habachi, Elephantine IV, pl. 197. 
xvii 
 
• Cairo CG 422 – L. Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten von Königen und Privatleuten im 
Museum von Kairo (Berlin: Reichsdruckerei, 1911-1936), vol. II, pl. 68[422]. 
• London UC14635 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Petrie Museum, University 
College, London  
• Vienna ÄS 6 – D. Wildung, Ägypten 2000 v. Chr.: die Geübt des Individuums (Munich: 
Hirmer, 2000). 
• Detroit 31.68 – Image courtesy of the Detroit Institute of the Arts 
• Luzern K 411 – Le don du Nil: art égyptien dans les collections Suisses (Bale: Société de 
Banque Suisse, 1978), fig. 144.  
 
Plate XIV: The Brooklyn Group, Faces 
• Baltimore WAG 22.115 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Walters Art Gallery, 
Baltimore 
• Brooklyn 52.1 – Image courtesy of the Brooklyn Museum  
• Vienna ÄS 6 – Wildung, Ägypten 2000 v. Chr.: die Geübt des Individuums (Munich: 
Hirmer, 2000). 
• Detroit – Image courtesy of the Detroit Institute of the Arts 
• Luzern – Le don du Nil, fig. 144. 
 
Pl. XV: The Royal Women Group 
• Cairo JE 66569 – Connor, Images du pouvoir, pl. 186. 
• London BM EA 1069 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• London BM EA 1145 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• London BM EA 1146 – Image courtesy of the British Museum  
 
Pl. XVI: The Quartzite Group, the bases 
• Abydos QS1 – Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pl. 31c. 
• Abydos QS2 – Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pl. 31d.  
• London BM EA 1069 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• London BM EA 1145 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• London BM EA 1146 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• London BM EA 20818 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• London BM EA 20819 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
 
Pl. XVII: The Quartzite Group, the faces 
• Kansas City 62.11 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Nelson-Atkins Museum, 
Kansas City 
• Hildesheim 412 – Wildung, Ägypten 2000, p. 110, Cat. No. 42. 
• New York MMA 26.7.1394 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum 
of Art 
• Copenhagen AAb 212 – Image courtesy of the National Museum, Copenhagen 
 
Pl. XVIII: The Quartzite Group, the sphinxes 
• Alexandria Sphinx – Andreu-Lanoë, Sesostris III: pharaon de legend (Dijon: Faton, 2014), 
p. 116, fig. 3.  
• Louvre E 25370 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Louvre 
• London BM EA 1849 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• Munich ÄS 4857 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Staatliche Museum Ägyptischer 
Kunst, Munich 
 
Plate XIX: Outlying Images of Senwosret III  
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• Lisbon 138 – J. Walker, Egyptian Sculpture from the Gulbenkian Collection (Washington 
D.C.: National Gallery of Art, 1949), p. 44. 
• Cairo CG 42013 – Legrain, Statues et Statuettes, pl. VII. 
• Geneva Statue and Fragments – Crystal 4 (Phoenix Ancient Art, Genève-New York), 
2012, n° 4, pp. 21-23. 
• Berlin 9529 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Ägyptisches Museum und 
Papyrussammlung, Berlin 
• Gotha Ae 1 – Wildung, Ägypten 2000, p. 105, Cat. 37. 
 
Plate XX: Outlying Images of Senwosret III 
• London BM EA 36298 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• Vienna ÄS 5813 – Jaroš-Deckert, CAA I, p. 66. 
• Boston MFA 13.3968 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Museum of Fine Arts, 
Boston 
• Fitzwilliam E.GA.82.1949 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Fitzwilliam Museum, 
Cambridge 
• London UC13249 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Petrie Museum, University 
College, London 
 
Plate XXI: Outlying Images of Senwosret III 
• Tod Magazine T.2486 – Andreu-Lanoë, Sesostris III: pharaon de legend, p. 120, fig. 9. 
• Khartoum 452 – Photograph by Jen Thum, courtesy of the Khartoum Museum 
• London UC 14343 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Petrie Museum, University 
College, London 
• Ezbet Rushdi Central Sanctuary – S. Adam, “Report on the Excavations of the 
Department of Antiquities at Ezbet Rushdi,” ASAE 56 (1959): 207-226, pl. VIa. 
• Ezbet Rushdi 1950 – Adam, “Report on the Excavations,” pl. XIII.  
 
Plate XXII: Problematic Objects 
• Berlin 20175 – Lange, Sesostris, pl. 23. 
• New York MMA 66.99.5 – H.G. Fischer, “The Gallatin Egyptian Collection,” MMA Bulletin 
NS 25 (1967): 253-263, p. 262, no 15. 
• Louvre D.890.1.65 – Image courtesy of the Louvre 
• Cairo JE 54857 – F. Bisson de la Roque, Medamoud 8, 1 (1930), Inv. 4900, pl. V. 
• Louvre E 12924 – E. Delange, Catalogues des statues egyptiennes du Moyen Empire 
2060-1560 avant J.-C. (Paris: Ministere de la culture et de la communication, 1987), p. 
42. 
 
Plate XXIII: Problematic Objects 
• Munich ÄS 7110 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Staatliche Museum Ägyptischer 
Kunst, Munich 
• Schimmel Head – J. Settgast, Von Troja bis Amarna (Mainz: von Zabern, 1978), Nr. 212. 
• New York MMA 08.200.2 – Image courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum of Art 
• Cairo JE 45975 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
• Cairo JE 45976 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
 
Plate XXIV: The Sed-Festival Lintel of Senwosret III from Medamoud  
• Cairo JE 56497a – R. Bagley, Gombrich among the Egyptians (Seattle: University of 
Washington Press, 2015), pp. 176-177.  
 
Plate XXV: The Louvre Lintel of Senwosret III from Medamoud 




Plate XXVI: Relief fragments from the Dahshur Complex of Senwosret III preserving all or part of 
the king’s face 
• Fragment from the Center of the South Tympanum depicting Senwosret III – A. 
Oppenheim, Aspects of the Pyramid Temple of Senwosret III at Dahshur: The Pharaoh 
and Deities (New York University Diss., 2008 ), pl. 308  
• Fragment from the East side of the North Tympanum depicting Senwosret III – A. 
Oppenheim, “The North and South Walls of Senwosret III’s North Chapel at Dahshur,” in 
L. Evens (ed.), Ancient Memphis, ‘Enduring Is the Perfection’: Proceedings of the 
International Conference held at Macquarie University, Sydney on August 14-15, 2008 
(Leuven: Peeters, 2012), pp. 397-424, fig. 9. 
• Fragment from the Dahshur Pyramid Temple of Senwosret III – Oppenheim, “The North 
and South Walls,” pl. 419. 
• Fragment from the Dahshur Pyramid Temple of Senwosret III – Oppenheim, Aspects of 
the Pyramid Temple, pl. 420. 
 
Plate XXVII: The Biahmu Series of Amenemhet III 
• Pedestal Remains – R. Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” RdE 53 
(2002): 103-135, pl. XVIIb. 
• Petrie Reconstruction – L. Habachi, “The Monument of Biyahmu,” ASAE 40, pl. XXXIV. 
• Fragment preserving the figure of nome god – Habachi, “The Monument,” pl. XXXV. 
• Fragment from base of one of the colossi – Habachi, “The Monument,” pl. LXXXVI. 
 
Plate XXVIII: The Bubastis Series 
• London BM EA 1063+1064 – (1063) Photograph by author, courtesy of the British 
Museum; (1064) image courtesy of the British Museum 
• Cairo JE 87082 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
• Cairo CG 383+540 – (CG 383) Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, 
Cairo; (CG 540) Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten, pl. 90[540]. 
 
Plate XXIX: The Hawara Series, The Bases 
• Berlin 1195 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Ägyptisches Museum und 
Papyrussammlung, Berlin 
• Leiden F 1939/2.51 – Image courtesy of the National Museum of Antiquities, Leiden 
• Louvre E 33167 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Louvre 
• Cloisters of St. George – G. Loukianoff, “Le Musée du convent grec Saint Georges au 
Vieux –Caire 111,” Bulletin de l’Institut d’Egypte 23 (1941): 171-184, p. 179. 
 
Plate XXX: The Hawara Series, The Youthful Sub-Type 
• Cairo CG 385 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
• Fay 2003 – B. Fay, “L’art égyptien du Moyen Empire: Seconde partie,” Égypte Afrique et 
Orient 31 (2003): 13-34, p. 17, fig. 14. 
 
Plate XXXI: The Hawara Series, The Dyads 
• Cairo JE 43289 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
• Copenhagen AEIN 1482 – M. Mogensen, La Glyptothek Ny Carlsberg. La Collection 
Egyptienne. (Copenhagen: Levin & Munksgaard, 1930), pl. II. 
 
Plate XXXII: The Hawara Series, Miscellaneous Fragments 
• Naos fragment left in situ – W.M.F. Petrie, The Labyrinth, Gerzeh, and Mazghuneh 
(London: School of Archaeology in Egypt, 1912), pl. XXV. 
• Leiden F 1934/2.129 – Image courtesy of the National Museum of Antiquities, Leiden 
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• Copenhagen AEIN 1417 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Ny Carlsburg Glyptotek, 
Copenhagen 
• Group left in situ – Petrie, The Labyrinth, pl. XXVI. 
• Copenhagen AEIN 1420 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Ny Carlsburg Glyptotek, 
Copenhagen 
 
Plate XXXIII: The Hawara Series, The Metal Objects 
• Munich ÄS 6982 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Staatliche Museum Ägyptischer 
Kunst, Munich 
• Ortiz No. 36 – Images courtesy of the George Ortiz Collection  
• Ortiz No. 37 – Images courtesy of the George Ortiz Collection  
 
Plate XXXIV: The Karnak Series of Amenemhet III 
• Berlin 17551 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Ägyptisches Museum und 
Papyrussammlung, Berlin 
• New York MMA 45.2.6 – Image courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum of Art 
• Cairo JE 43596 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
• Luxor J.785 – A. El-Shahawy and F. Atiya, The Egyptian Museum in Cairo (Cairo: AUC 
Press, 2005), p. 59. 
• Cairo CG 42015 – Legrain, Statues et Statuettes, pl. IX. 
• Cleveland 1960.56 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Cleveland Museum of Art 
(Statue of Amenemhat III, c. 1859-1814 BC. Egypt, Middle Kingdom, Dynasty 12 (1980-
1801), reign of Amenemhat III. Granodiorite; overall: 51.2 x 19.8 x 18.4 cm (20 1/8 x 7 3/4 
x 7 3/16 in.). The Cleveland Museum of Art, Purchase from the J. H. Wade Fund 
1960.56) 
• Louvre A.F.2578 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Louvre 
• Cairo CG 42019 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
 
Plate XXXV: The Karnak Series of Amenemhet III 
• Berlin 17551 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Ägyptisches Museum und 
Papyrussammlung, Berlin 
• Cairo CG 42015 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
• Cairo JE 43596 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
• New York MMA 45.2.6 – Image courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum of Art 
• Cleveland 1960.56 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Cleveland Museum of Art  
• Luxor J.785 – El-Shahawy, The Egyptian Museum in Cairo, p. 59. 
 
Plate XXXVI: Other Praying Figures  
• Berlin 1121 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Ägyptisches Museum und 
Papyrussammlung, Berlin 
• Munich ÄS 7268 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Staatliche Museum Ägyptischer 
Kunst, Munich 
 
Plate XXXVII: The Kom el-Hisn Series 
• Cairo JE 43104 – A. Oppenheim et al., Ancient Egypt Transformed (New York: MMA, 
2015), p. 95, fig. 61. 
• Cairo JE 42995 – Vandier, Manuel III, p. 54. 
 
Plate XXXVIII: The Medinet Madi Series 
• Eastern and Central Triads – M. Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen. Band 1: die 
Denkmäler vom Alten Reich bis zum Ende der 18. Dynastie (Hildesheim: Gerstenberg, 
1996), p. 107, figs. 29-30. 
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• Milan RAN E0.9.40001 – Image Courtesy of the Civico Museo Archeologico of Milano 
• Cairo JE 66322 – Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pl. 52c. 
 
Plate XXXIX: The Tanis Series, The Sphinxes 
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• Cairo CG 1243[2] – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
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• Cairo CG 392 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
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Plate XLI: The Tanis Series, The Faces 
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Plate XLII: The Classic Sphinxes 
• Aleppo 384 – Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pl. 88c-d. 
• Boston MFA 88.747 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Museum of Fine Arts, 
Boston 
• Damascus 471 – Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pl. 88e-f. 
 
Plate XLIII: The Classic Sphinxes 
• Dubroff sphinx – Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pl. 89b and c. 
• Louvre E 10938 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Louvre 
• Naples 387 – E. Pozzi, La Collezione Egiziana del Museum Archeologico Nazionale di 
Napoli (Roma: De Luca, 1989), p. 41, no. 1.2. 
• Cairo CG 388 – Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten, pl. 61[381]. 
 
Plate XLIV: The Maned-Sphinxes, Granodiorite Sub-Group 
• Cairo CG 393 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
• Cairo 394 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
• Cairo 530+1243[1] – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
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Plate XLV: The Maned-Sphinxes: Limestone Sub-Group 
• Cairo CG 391 – Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten, vol. II, pl. 62[391]. 
• Munich ÄS 7132 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Staatliche Museum Ägyptischer 
Kunst, Munich 
 
Plate XLVI: The Maned Sphinxes, Outliers 
• London BM EA 65506 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 





Plate XLVII: The Under-Life-Size Heads: Group 1 
• Cairo CG 487 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
• Cairo CG 488 – Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten, vol. II, pl. 81[488]. 
• Fitzwilliam E.2.1946 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Fitzwilliam Museum, 
Cambridge  
• Moscow 4757 – Image courtesy of the Pushkin Museum (http://www.arts-
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• New York MMA 29.100.150 – Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pl. 
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Plate XLVIII: The Under-Life-Size Heads: Group 2a 
• Boston MFA 20.1213 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Museum of Fine Arts, 
Boston 
• Cairo RT 13/4/22/9 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
• Louvre N.464+Cairo CG 769 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Louvre 
• Copenhagen AEIN 924 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Ny Carlsburg Glyptotek, 
Copenhagen 
 
Plate XLIX: The Under-Life-Size Heads: Group 2b 
• London UC 14363 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Petrie Museum, University 
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• Philadelphia E6623 – Photograph by Jennifer Houser Wegner, courtesy of the University 
of Pennsylvania Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology  
• New York MMA 24.7.1 – Image courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum of Art 
• Berlin 11348 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Ägyptisches Museum und 
Papyrussammlung, Berlin 
• Hermitage 729 – I. Woldering, Gods, Men & Pharaohs (New York: Harry N. Abrams Inc., 
1967), pl. 46. 
 
Plate L: The Under-Life-Size Heads: Group 3 
• Munich ÄS 6762 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Staatliche Museum Ägyptischer 
Kunst, Munich 
• Bonhams 2003 – Sale Catalogue Bonhams, May 14th 2003, p. 7 no. 11. 
• Boston MFA 1978.54 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Museum of Fine Arts, 
Boston 
 
Plate LI: Outlying Images of Amenemhet III 
• Chicago OIM 14048 – Photograph by Theresa Tiliakos, courtesy of the Oriental Institute, 
Chicago 
• Beirut DGA 27574 – M. Dunand, Fouilles de Byblos, vol. II, p. 596, pl. CLVI, no. 13377. 
• Nubar Collection – Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pl. 219. 
• Lisht Fragment – J.E. Gauthier and G. Jequier, Fouilles de Licht (Cairo: IFAO, 1902), p. 
106, fig. 132. 
• Deir el-Bahari Statue – Image courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, Department of 
Egyptian Art Archives (2A 173) 
• Cairo CG 423 – Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten, vol. II, pl. 68[423]. 
• London BM EA 35361 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
 
Plate LII: Outlying Images and Problematic Objects 
• North Karnak E.133 – W.S. Smith, “Archaeological News: The Near East,” AJA 56 
(1952): 39-50, pl. 3B. 
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• Inv. No. E-1 – V.V. Solkin, “Portrait of Senusret III found in Russian Collection,” KMT 27 
(2016): 49-55. 
• Berlin 17950 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Ägyptisches Museum und 
Papyrussammlung, Berlin 
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• Baltimore WAG 22.351 – Image courtesy of the Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore 
• Abydos Naos – Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, p. 45, fig. 18. 
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• Berlin 10337 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Ägyptisches Museum und 
Papyrussammlung, Berlin 
• CG 42016 – Legrain, Statues et Statuettes, pl. X. 
• CG 42018 – Legrain, Statues et Statuettes, pl. XII. 
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• Basel Head –Le Don du Nil, fig. 145b. 
 
Plate LIV: The Deir el-Bahari Series of Senwosret III (London BM EA 686) and the Karnak Series 
of Amenemhet III (Cleveland 1960.56) 
• London BM EA 686 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the British Museum 
• Cleveland 1960.56 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Cleveland Museum of Art 
(Statue of Amenemhat III, c. 1859-1814 BC. Egypt, Middle Kingdom, Dynasty 12 (1980-
1801), reign of Amenemhat III. Granodiorite; overall: 51.2 x 19.8 x 18.4 cm (20 1/8 x 7 3/4 
x 7 3/16 in.). The Cleveland Museum of Art, Purchase from the J. H. Wade Fund 
1960.56). 
 
Plate LV: Comparison - Louvre E 12960 (Senwosret III, Later Style), Cairo CG 385 (Amenemhet 
III, Early Coregency Style) 
• Louvre E 12960 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Louvre 
• Cairo CG 385 – Photograph by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
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• D. Wildung, Ni-user-Re, Sonnenkönig – Sonnengott. Munich: Staatl. Sammlung Ägypt. 
Kunst, 1984, cover. 
 
Plate LVII: Dyad of Dyad of Neferhotep I (Cairo CG 42022) 
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Lecler / Ihab Mohammad Ibrahim - IFAO, © IFAO - SCA (convention “Cachette” 2008) 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW  
 
The unique and expressive three-dimensional image of Senwosret III has drawn the 
attention of scholars since its first appearance.1 The essential difficulty in analyzing his sculptural 
corpus is its general lack of inscriptional or chronological data, making it difficult to situate key 
examples within the king’s reign. This situation is compounded further by a series of debates 
surrounding the reign length of Senwosret III and the possible existence of a number of 
coregencies spanning virtually the entire 12th Dynasty. This sequence of coregencies was first 
proposed in 18282 as a result of the discovery of the Stela of Hapu; the theory was originally 
accepted by scholars. In the late 1970’s, R.D. Delia first began to question the validity of the 
concept;3 his work and that of other noted opponents of the practice including C. Obsomer4 has 
created an entrenched divide on the interpretation of the historical evidence. The only way to 
attempt to resolve these issues is to examine the full gamut of evidence for the practice of 
coregency during this period and to establish a clear chronological framework for the reigns of 
Senwosret III and Amenemhet III. Only then is it possible to assess the evolution of the 
sculptural image of these two kings in its true historical and political context. 
                                                             
1 In 1912, G. Maspero was the first scholar to attempt to define the style of Senwosret III. G. Maspero, 
Histoire générale de l’art, Égypte (Paris: Ars Una, 1912), p. 121; G. Maspero, Essais sur l’art égypien (Paris: 
Libraire Orientale et Americaine, 1912), p. 95. 
2 T. Young, Hieroglyphics, (London: Howlett and Brimmer, Printers, 1923-28), pl. 61; C. Obsomer, Sésostris 
Ier: étude chronologique et historique du règne (Bruxelles: Conaissance de l'Egypte Ancienne, 1995), fig. 
19, doc. 60. Other early supporters of coregency include E. de Rouge (“Lettre a M. Leemans, Directeur du 
Musée d’Antiqutiés des Pays-Bas, sur une stèle Égyptienne de ce Musée,” RevArch 6 (1849): 557-575, pp. 
572-574) and C.R. Lepsius (“Über die zwölfte Aegyptische Königsdynastie,” AAWB (1853): 425-53, pp. 447-
448). 
3 R.D. Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III (Columbia University Diss., 1980), p. 203; R.D. Delia, “A 
New Look at Some Old Dates: A Reexamination of Twelfth Dynasty Double Dated Inscriptions,” BES 1 
(1979): 15-28; R.D. Delia, “Doubts about Double Dates and Coregencies,” BES 4 (1982): 55-69. 
4 C. Obsomer, Sésostris Ier: étude chronologique et historique du règne (Bruxelles: Connaissance de 
l’Egypte ancienne, 1995).  
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Scholars have been engaged in lively, at times acrimonious, debate on the question of 
coregency since the late 1970’s due in large part to the ambiguity of the majority of the 
epigraphic sources. This dissertation is critical of a number of theories that have sought to 
answer this question using limited data or subjective analysis. Further, the inability of certain 
scholars to consider any new evidence or ideas has hampered any progress towards a solution. 
In order to observe the possible effects of the practice on the image of kingship, this study 
includes a detailed investigation of the statuary of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III – two kings 
whose reigns possibly included a 20-year period of co-rule. This is the first wide-ranging study to 
take the examination of coregency into the visual realm. The evidence indicates that Senwosret 
III created a three-dimensional representation of kingship that incorporated a number of 
semiotic devices designed to illustrate the verbal portrait conveyed in the texts of the period 
and to transmit the central messages of his administration. It is clear that the role of royal 
portraiture during this period was profoundly significant as a means to express the political 
goals of the Egyptian state, goals that may have had a direct link to coregency. 
1.1 – Assessment of Problems 
This dissertation aims to examine the topic of coregency during the 12th Dynasty, 
particularly during the reigns of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III, and to assess the evolution of 
the three-dimensional representation of kingship during those reigns. This study developed 
from a series of issues primarily related to the interpretation of the image of Senwosret III; for 
example, what was the purpose of his distinctive portrait style and how did it relate to the 
political and ideological agenda of the Egyptian state? Egypt’s Twelfth Dynasty marks the 
highpoint of the Middle Kingdom. During the early to mid 12th Dynasty non-royal Egyptian art 
and culture remained largely regionalized due the strong local traditions that had developed 
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during the First Intermediate Period.5  However, the royal sculpture of the early 12th Dynasty 
drew heavily on Old Kingdom Memphite models in an effort to help legitimize the newly 
reunified state.6 A gradual shift if the facial physiognomy of these kings began during the reign 
Senwosret I and focused on the inclusion of more realistic features and modeling. This style 
culminated in the reign of Senwosret III, leading some scholars to suggest that his images 
reflected a form of portraiture.7  
Scholarly opinion on the sculpture of Senwosret III focuses on three general issues: 
regionalism, the persona of the king, and textual concerns. The first groups the statuary on the 
basis of geography and focuses on identifying different artistic schools throughout the country.8 
The second centers on the perceived natural rendering the face itself and its expression of the 
mood or personality of the king.9 The final framework emphasizes the link between the facial 
expressions of Senwosret III and what has generally been termed the ‘pessimistic literature’ of 
the Middle Kingdom, suggesting that the images reflected an ideal of the period, not necessarily 
the king’s own personality.10 Unfortunately, many of these earlier studies have cited only a small 
                                                             
5 J. Bourriau, Pharaohs and Mortals: Egyptian Art in the Middle Kingdom, (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1988), p. 2. 
6 D.P. Silverman, W.K. Simpson, and J. Wegner (eds.), Archaism and Innovation: Studies in the Culture of 
Middle Kingdom Egypt, (New Haven: Department of Near Eastern Languages and Civilizations, Yale 
University, 2009), p. x. 
7 G. Steindorff, “A Portrait-Statue of Sesostris III,” The Journal of the Walters Art Gallery 3 (1940): 42-53; 
W.C. Hayes, “Royal Portraits of the Twelfth Dynasty,” The Metropolitan Museum of Art Bulletin, New 
Series 5 (1946): 119-124; C. Vandersleyen, Das Alte Ägypten (Berlin: Propylen, 1975); C. Aldred, Middle 
Kingdom Art in Ancient Egypt 2300-1590 BC (London: Alec Tirnati Ltd., 1950); C. Aldred, “Some Royal 
Portraits of the Middle Kingdom in Ancient Egypt,” MMJ 3 (1970): 27-50. For a full overview of their 
arguments see Section 4.1.2. 
8 J. Vandier, Maneul d’Archeologie Egyptienne, III, (Paris: Editions A. et J. Picard Et C, 1958). 
9 Studies focused on this style of analysis include: C. Aldred, The Development of Ancient Egyptian Art: 
from 3200 to 1315 B.C. (London: A. Tiranti, 1952); C. Aldred, Middle Kingdom Art in Ancient Egypt. 2300-
1590 B.C. (London: A Tiranti, 1950); C. Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom in Ancient 
Egypt,” MMJ 3 (1970): 27-50; W.C. Hayes, Scepter of Egypt, (New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art, 
1953); W.C. Hayes, “Royal Portraits of the Twelfth Dynasty,” Bulletin of the Metropolitan Museum of Art 5 
(1946/7): 41-45; G. Steindorff, “A Portrait-Statue of Sesostris III,” The Journal of the Walters Art Gallery 3 
(1940): 42-53. 
10 D. Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000 v. Chr.: die Gebut des Individuums, (Munich: Hirmer, 2000), pp. 41-43, 
94-111, 124-135; D. Wildung, L’age d’or de l’Egypte: le Moyen Empire, (Paris: Presses universitaires de 
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number of examples and have followed a highly subjective line of inquiry focused on a perceived 
naturalism/realism reflected in the statuary without properly defining such problematic 
terminology.  
 In order to situate the statuary chronologically it is necessary to address the question of 
coregency. No scholar has undertaken a thorough examination of the link between royal image 
and coregency during the 12th Dynasty.  The question of co-rule remains fiercely contested; 
however, a number of scholars have based their opinions on only a partial accounting of the full 
corpus of evidence related to the practice. Supporters have suggested that Amenemhet I 
initiated the first coregency as a failsafe to preserve the dynastic succession. Evidence includes a 
series of double-dated monuments, inscriptions that refer to or depict both kings, objects 
juxtaposing the names of both kings, as well as the development of a number of architectural 
features.  One of the chief goals of this study is to clarify the possibility of coregency during this 
period, particularly during the reigns of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III. 
A possible coregency between these two kings leads to an additional central question, 
that of the reign length of Senwosret III. His highest clearly attested regnal year is Year 19; 
although, the Turin Canon allots 30+x years. J. Wegner has published a hieratic control note 
excavated at Abydos, which dates to Year 39 of an unknown pharaoh, likely Senwosret III.11 
Additional evidence for the long reign also includes the celebration of Senwosret III’s Sed-
Festival. A document from the Lahun Papyri that records a change from Year 19 of one king to 
                                                             
France, 1984), pp. 196-213; E.R. Russman, Eternal Egypt: Masterworks of Ancient Art form the British 
Museum, (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2001), pp. 35-36. For analysis and translation of these 
texts see: W.K. Simpson (ed.), The Literature of Ancient Egypt (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2003) 
and M. Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature: A Book of Readings, vol. I (Berkeley: University of California 
Press, 2006). 
11 J. Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology of the Senwosret III-Amenemhet III Regnal Succession: Some 




Year 1 of another, further complicates this issue. This text, which may or may not reflect the 
reigns of Senwosret III and his son, has led to two distinct schools of thought – either Senwosret 
III died in his Year 19, or that year marked the beginning of a roughly 20-year coregency that 
lasted to Senwosret III Year 39. The development of the mortuary complexes of Senwosret III 
and Amenemhet III indicates that the latter is the more likely option.12  
The reign of Senwosret III is an important turning point for many aspects of Egyptian 
culture. During this period, a number of key governmental changes take place, royal hymns are 
known for the first time, new religious/funerary traditions emerge, and there is a re-
centralization of private art. These factors, in combination with the possibility of a coregency, 
suggest that the evolution of royal statuary during the late 12th Dynasty related directly to 
changes in the chosen royal ideology of these two kings, changes that may have been the result 
of the policy of coregency established at the beginning of the dynasty. 
1.2 – Key Terminology 
The discourse surrounding the royal sculpture of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III has 
tended to focus on its distinctive style, its use of naturalism and/or realism, and the high quality 
of the images in comparison to the corpus of Egyptian royal statuary from the 12th Dynasty.  
Scholars have often used terms such as portrait, naturalism, and/or realism with different 
intentions and very few have offered specific definitions. When combined with the often-
subjective interpretation of the material from this period, it becomes very hard to distinguish 
the way in which both current scholars and the ancient Egyptians themselves viewed this 
statuary. In order to help eliminate some of this confusion, this study will adhere to the 
following definitions with the hope of offering a clear and objective analysis of the style and 
function of 12th Dynasty royal statuary. 
                                                             
12 See Chapter Two. 
6 
 
1.2.1 - Portraiture 
The development of our modern conception of portraiture is complex; this is not the 
place to present a full review of the documentation related to its evolution. However, it is 
possible to identify two main definitions, which most discussion tends to adhere to. Many 
scholars hold that true portraiture offers a visual representation of a specific individual that 
cannot be confused with any other person, and reveals both their exterior traits and their inner 
personal character.13 A second, simpler definition championed by E. Buschor, contends that a 
portrait is merely a representation of a specific, living individual – thus offering more room for 
interpretation and acceptance of differing artistic conventions.14 Further complicating this issue 
is the idea that a portrait is created primarily for aesthetic reasons, while a representation 
serves additional functional or ideological purposes. 
More recent works on this subject have identified the Western bias of the term portrait 
and have attempted to examine such concepts from the viewpoint of ancient artists/peoples.15 
In his 1986 discussion of portraiture in ancient Egypt, D. Wildung proposed that the Egyptian 
tendency towards the ideal caused scholars to question the presence of individual portraiture;16 
                                                             
13 Scholars that adhere to this definition or a variation of it include: J.D. Breckenridge, Likeness: A 
Conceptual History of Ancient Portraiture (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1968); H. Deckert, 
“Zum Begriff des Porträts,” Marburger Jahrbuch der Kunstwissenschaft 5 (1929): 261-282; D. Wildung, 
“Grunstrukturen der Agyptischen Kunst,” in Herzer, H. et al. Ägyptische und modern Skulptur: Aufbruch 
und Dauer (Munich: Verlag Karl M. Lipp, 1986), pp. 35-47; F. Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. Und 
Amenemhets III. Bemerkungen zur königlichen Rundplastik der spaten 12. Dynastie,” MDAIK 51 (1995): 
227-254; E.R. Russmann, “Aspects of Egyptian Art,” in E.R. Russman, (ed.) Eternal Egypt: Masterworks of 
Ancient Art from the British Museum (London: British Museum Press, 2001), pp. 28-45; B.V. Bothmer, “On 
Realism in Egyptian Funerary Sculpture of the Old Kingdom,” Expedition 24 (1982): 27-39. 
14 Scholars that adhere to this definition or a variation of it include: E. Buschor, Das Porträt: Bildniswege 
und Bildnisstufen aus funf Jahrtausenden (Munich: R. Piper & Co., 1960); H. Schäfer, Das altägyptische 
Bildnis (New York: J.J. Augustin, 1936) 
15 This group includes: D. Spanel, Through Ancient Eyes: Egyptian Portraiture. Cat. (Birmingham: 
Birmingham Museum of Art, 1988); J. Assman, Stein und Zeit: Mensch und Gessellschaft im alten Ägypten 
(Munich: Wilhelm Fink, 1991); N. Strudwick, Masterpieces of Ancient Egypt (Austin: University of Texas 
Press, 2006); I.J. Winter, “What/When is a Portrait? Royal Images of the Ancient Near East,” Proceedings 
of the American Philosophical Society 153 (2009): 254-270. 
16 Wildung, “Grunstrukturen der Agyptischen Kunst,” p. 37. 
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however, he observed a development from the anatomically shaped ideal portrait to a pictorial 
formulation of the concept of personality.17 He has related the individualization and 
psychological penetration of the portrait with human consciousness, which he associates with 
the development of writing and the creation of differentiated power structures during the 4th 
Dynasty. Wildung uses the word portrait to describe any image meant to depict a specific 
person and has cautioned that the consistency of Egyptian art does not imply that they did not 
intend for statues to be individual.18 He has stated further that scholars must evaluate the 
language of visual art just as they do the written language – on its own terms.19 Thus, the 
contemporary historical situation is also critical as these images contain non-verbal messages 
that reflect both the historical and intellectual situation. 
D. Spanel has identified two key problems with recognizing portraiture in ancient 
Egyptian art: our inability to determine its accuracy and decorum, which he has suggested would 
have prohibited distinctive individualized representations.20 Spanel questions the Western 
notion that a portrait should reveal both the inner and outer qualities of a specific individual and 
has instead focused on the degree of likeness between the image and the sitter.21 He defines 
likeness, another problematic term discussed in Section 1.2.2, as a reproduction of the external 
features of the sitter, which clearly evokes the individual, without slavishly and mechanically 
reproducing their features.22 He has suggested that even idealizing works could relate some of 
the true physical appearance of the individual and therefore could have been considered 
                                                             
17 Wildung, “Grunstrukturen der Agyptischen Kunst,” p. 42. 
18 Wildung, “Grunstrukturen der Agyptischen Kunst,” p. 44. 
19 Wildung, “Grunstrukturen der Agyptischen Kunst,” pp. 46-47. 
20 D. Spanel, Through Ancient Eyes: Egyptian Portraiture. Cat. (Birmingham: Birmingham Museum of Art, 
1988). 
21 Spanel, Through Ancient Eyes, pp. 3, 5. 
22 Spanel, Through Ancient Eyes, p. 5. 
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portraits.23 He has stated further that idealization may have served as a tool to convey the 
identity of the owner, advertising their social status. However, since there is no real way to 
known exactly what ancient Egyptian individuals looked like in life, Spanel’s version of likeness 
remains very difficult for the modern scholar to evaluate, if not impossible. 
J. Assman follows Buschor, and considers a portrait a representation of a certain person, 
who lived on earth, during a certain period of time.24 He has noted that the uniqueness of 
Egyptian art relates to the inclusion of the name, which set the subject within a specific time 
frame. He has related this to his concept of monumental self-thematization, which he defines as 
the visual representation of the tomb biography. Assman has observed that the Egyptian word 
for statue, twt, derives from the verb meaning ‘to be similar;’25 leading him to propose that a 
statue represented a specific person, but only became individualized through the inclusion of 
the name. He draws a distinction between the modern notion that a portrait be purely 
pictorial/visual and the Egyptian conception of a portrait statue, which does not distinguish 
between iconic or written representations – in essence, the modern idea of a portrait is merely 
one facet of the ancient Egyptian conception of portraiture.26  
F. Polz has also evaluated these ideas; she defines a portrait as a representation of a 
specific person in the medium of visual art.27 For Polz, is not enough for the image to be 
representational; it must also convey a certain degree of likeness/similarity to the sitter that is 
achieved through the relationship of the artist and the sitter; an image based on a reference 
model does not fit her definition. She has stated that a portrait must capture the outward 
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appearance of the sitter, and while this can sometimes reflect his inner character, the artist is 
limited to what they can express pictorially and must therefore create a distinctive look for each 
individual. She suggests that the images of both Senwosret III and Amenemhet III fit these 
criteria and has stated further that the variety in the statuary of Senwosret III indicates that his 
images may reflect his actual appearance while the subtle modeling of the facial features gives 
the viewer a sense of his inner personality.28 The major problem with Polz’s analysis is the 
importance she places on the relationship between artist and sitter – she does not explain how 
it would have been possible for the king to sit for such a large number of individual portraits. 
Further, the presence of artists models at Amarna argues against a direct artist/sitter 
relationship. 
According to L. Berman, Egyptian sculpture meets the first criteria of true portraiture 
easily, as images are inscribed with the name of their owner, indicating that they were designed 
to represent specific individuals.29 It is also clear that the Egyptians were concerned with 
creating a likeness, based on the Egyptian term twt.30 Regarding royal portraiture, Berman has 
proposed that the physical appearance of the sitter was secondary to his role as king.31 E.R. 
Russman agrees that a true portraiture should give the viewer a sense of the subject’s 
personality; however, she has noted the problematic nature of such terminology as it impossible 
for the modern scholar to assess the reality of the individual depicted.32 Despite such setbacks, 
she proposes that the ancient Egyptians were the first in history to develop and achieve a 
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tradition of recognizable portraits. She has noted that portraiture surfaces at least once in every 
major historical period with a different meaning and set of stylistic devices.33 
The most thorough analysis of portraiture and its relationship with the art of the ancient 
Near East is Irene Winter’s 2009 article, “What/When is a Portrait?”34 Like many of the scholars 
discussed above, Winter has stated that while royal images from the ancient Near East do not 
necessarily conform to the modern definition of portraiture, they clearly represent identifiable 
rulers.35 The main question for Winter, is whether images inscribed with the names of known 
individuals and endowed with purposeful, culturally significant properties should be deemed 
royal portraits; an issue that is also relevant to Egyptian royal sculpture. In order to explore this 
issue, she examined the roughly 20 known statues of Gudea, a ruler of the state of Lagash 
during the Neo-Sumerian Period. The consistency of this well-known corpus of material has 
allowed scholars to date uninscribed examples to his reign with certainty, much in the same way 
Egyptologists have identified portraits of Senwosret and Amenemhet III.  
She has argued that, while these images may have depicted the “signature traits” of the 
individual, they do not fit the Western definition of portraiture.36 Winter’s study indicates that 
certain stylistic traits were designed to be read as part of the iconography of the image, for 
example, the large ears of Gudea were meant to show him as a wise and attentive leader, 
indicating that royal statues represented more than just a physical likeness.37  Her analysis then 
proceeds from her discussion of Gudea to the Assyrian empire. Akkadian royal texts refer to 
images as having the form or features of the king, or being created in the likeness of the king – 
                                                             
33 Russmann, “Aspects of Egyptian Art,” p. 32. 
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indicating that there was an intended link between the king’s actual appearance and the images 
representing him.  
Western ideology mainly considers the face for likeness, but such distinctions are not 
immediately obvious in the royal sculpture of the Assyrian empire.38 To the modern viewer, the 
images appear idealized and undifferentiated. This same tendency also occurs in the bodies of 
Egyptian royal sculpture. Assyrian texts indicate that the gods created these images; therefore, 
the statuary is less focused on the physiognomy of the individual than in referring to particular 
attributes. She has proposed that Assyrian royal statuary served as a representation of the 
individual in the office of kingship.39 The gods molded the appearance of the king in order to 
make him identifiable as a good ruler, this suggests that certain ideal qualities were given higher 
priority than reality – this is in opposition to modern conceptions of portraiture. Winter goes on 
to state that artists used “signature traits” to distinguish the physiognomy, iconographic 
elements such as the headgear, clothing, and accouterments to highlight the office of kingship, 
and an inscription to particularize the individual office holder.  
Based on these ideas and the work of other art historians, Winter has proposed that 
ancient artists created a portrait with the intention to reference a particular individual 
accompanied by the socially accepted criteria for such an identification.40 She goes on to state 
that the royal portraits of Mesopotamia are not individualized portraits of the king; they are 
portraits of a king – specifically an Assyrian king. These portraits of kingship presented the 
viewer with a semiotic rendering of the king in the office of kingship and he and his artisans 
would have chosen the style and the values it should represent.  She has suggested further that 
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art historians retain the term portrait for these works because it signifies a relationship between 
image, referent, and meaning. 
As I intend to demonstrate over the course of this investigation, Winter’s techniques 
and arguments easily transfer to Egyptian royal statuary, especially that of the reign of 
Senwosret III. For the purposes of this study I intend to build upon many of the themes and 
ideas related to Winter’s investigation of royal imagery. The statuary of Senwosret III and 
Amenemhet III can be rightly identified as portraits in that they intentionally reference a 
particular individual in accordance with the socially accepted criteria for such an identification. 
The royal sculpture of these two kings incorporates a number signature traits that situate each 
king within the royal ideology of the period and present him in the appropriate guise of his role 
as a 12th Dynasty Egyptian king. 
1.2.2 – Likeness 
In, “The Mask and the Face,” E.H. Gombrich tackles the concept of physiognomic 
likeness,41 which he has defined as a perceptual fusion based on recognition and a “global 
impression,” which is the result of a series of factors that comprise a particular physiognomic 
quality. Essentially, while many would struggle to describe the individual features of their closest 
friends, they could easily pick them out of a lineup based on their characteristic expression. Each 
person sees the face differently, based on their own perceptual categories – leading Gombrich 
to draw a distinction between the mask and the face. He has suggested that individuals work to 
mask themselves in order to portray the specific type of person they want to represent.42 This 
mask can include behavior, style, and facial expression. His theory would lend support to 
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scholars who have suggested that Senwosret III consciously transformed himself into the Middle 
Kingdom ruler described in the contemporary literary sources.  
In general, the viewer perceives the mask before the face– this is where the main 
problem lies in trying to identify individual likeness. According to Grombrich, it is impossible for 
the modern viewer to fully appreciate an “old portrait” as it was meant to be, having been 
commissioned to sum up both the social status and career of the individual and to hand down 
the general features of the sitter as a memorial.43 He has cautioned that modern viewers tend to 
project life and expressions onto the image that are supplemented from our own experience, 
not what is actually present. This is very common in some of the early analysis of the statuary of 
Senwosret III. The more elements an artist needs to incorporate into the image, the harder it is 
to preserve a true likeness.44  
It is critical to distinguish between the concepts of realism and likeness. While it is 
possible to say that the images of Senwosret III are life-like/realistic in their appearance, it is 
impossible to evaluate their likeness, because there is no way to know what he actually looked 
like. It is unclear how relevant a true likeness would have been, as only a very limited number of 
individuals would have ever interacted with the king in person. In addition, the iconographic 
details associated with kingship would have further obscured any attempt at representing a 
physiognomic likeness. It seems that, in line with Winter’s arguments, the most important 
aspect was to portray the contemporary ideal of kingship; any individual traits would have been 
secondary. 
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1.2.3 – Naturalism vs. Realism 
Naturalism indicates the degree to which a work of visual art successfully matches the 
actual appearance of physical reality, it depends on the human eye and its perception of the 
image; even idealized images can display naturalism.45 For example, the facial features of 
Senwosret III seem more naturalistic to the modern viewer as they are closer to our standard of 
representation; however, it is highly likely that those features also reflected the idealized ruler 
of the late Middle Kingdom. Realism has a broader and more complex visual and conceptual 
frame of reference. Realistic works are commonly thought to be faithful representations that 
are accurate and true to life; realistic works are often sharply contrasted with those considered 
to be idealizing. The accuracy of an image of an individual and the reality of their appearance is 
virtually impossible to assess in ancient art, including that of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III, 
whose mummies are not known. Realistic works are like reality, but are not reality itself; 
therefore, any definition of the term should include both naturalistic and non-naturalistic styles 
of art.46 
The distinction between the concepts of naturalism and realism in the Egyptological 
scholarship is somewhat vague. According to B. Bothmer, naturalizing images, which rely on the 
reproduction of nature, were not typical of Egyptian art.47 Spanel has drawn a sharp distinction 
between realism and naturalism;48 he has defined the former as necessary for the rendering of 
the qualities of a specific person and the latter as essential for a life-like depiction. He has 
related the use of realism to true portraiture, which presented the inner and outer qualities of 
the individual. For J. Baines, realism is a general tendency that can manifest itself in any number 
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of ways in order to compliment the purpose of a representation or to convey information and as 
such it cannot be easily defined or discussed.49  He has suggested that realism served to 
emphasize implicit inconsistencies in a given system and to act as a stimulus for more radical 
changes in the depiction of a single feature or entire composition.50 He has noted further that it 
may correlate with developments in society and thus have an evolutionary significance.  
An interesting and well-informed analysis of the difference between naturalism and 
realism appears in M. Stieber’s study of the Attic korai. 51 In her introduction, Stieber questions 
the previously held notion that all of the korai represented a fixed generic type. She stated that 
it is wrong to hold photographic realism as the standard by which all other realism in art is 
evaluated and instead has suggested that the statues display mimetic realism.52 Stieber defines 
‘mimesis’ as the act of imitating nature, resulting in mimetic realism; this type of realism creates 
a life-like or true-to-life effect, but it is not real life. She distinguishes realism from naturalism, as 
naturalism is merely one means to achieving a realistic effect. Stieber has noted that some 
ancient works are not necessarily naturalistic, but they are realistic, in that they are successful 
examples of mimesis.53  
Stieber has related realism in art to the “accretion of information and meaning provided 
by accumulating layers of detail;” the more detail, the more realistic an image seems to the 
viewer.54 The principle of mimetic realism allows for people who could not be seen by the artist, 
such as gods, to be considered realistic because their images mimic nature. Realism is the exact 
opposite of idealization, because to idealize is to simplify in order to reduce the range of 
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possible meanings conveyed by an image. Stieber’s conception of memetic realism relates 
directly to the statuary of Senwosret III. A number of the king’s three-dimensional images 
include additional details, exaggerated features, and information designed to reflect the human 
embodiment of Egyptian kingship. These images can be very life-like, especially in comparison to 
more conventional royal statuary; however, it is highly unlikely that their features strictly 
conveyed those of the real Senwosret III. 
1.3 – The Literature of the Middle Kingdom 
Texts dated to the Middle Kingdom have played a major role in the interpretation of the 
statuary of Senwosret III. This brief overview looks at the study of these works, with the goal to 
elucidate the relationship between text, image, and royal ideology during the 12th Dynasty. 
Middle Kingdom compositions share a commonality of form and content that indicates a strong 
adherence to decorum and the use of specific formulae and motifs.55 R.B. Parkinson has 
identified two main genres in the material from this period – tales and wisdom texts.56 Tales as 
well as non-commemorative, non-functional, fictional works are based around a narrative 
relation of events. Wisdom texts, a designation Parkinson finds problematic, are further 
subdivided into didactic texts/teachings (royal and private) and reflective discourses 
(discourse/mdt, verses/Tsw, and dialogues). The didactic genre tends to center around a 
historical individual of high rank. The reflective texts are often pessimistic in tone and use of the 
verse-pattern ‘then-now.’ They also include more discursive sections that help to develop their 
arguments.  
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J.P. Allen has described the literature of Middle Kingdom as a response to the 
contemporary climate and an innovative method for coping with perceived problems.57 He 
determined that all texts from the period, regardless of genre, focused on the principle of Maat 
and the proper relationship between the individual and society. During the Old Kingdom, 
personal identity and Maat were the prerogative of the state but, as a result of the First 
Intermediate Period, a greater sense of self-reliance emerged, giving rise to the validity of the 
voice of the individual.58 Assmann has also related the literature of the Middle Kingdom to the 
disruption of the First Intermediate Period, which he suggests altered the entire religion, leading 
to the development of personal piety.’59  
Lichtheim has highlighted three core values in these texts: personhood, character, and 
wisdom/virtue.60 She too has traced a transition from social solidarity to individualism that 
begins during the Old Kingdom in the form of tomb biographies.61 In these inscriptions it is 
imperative that the owner live in accordance with Maat so that society can function properly. “I” 
emerges as the one who carries out the intentions of the heart and is judged accordingly.62 
These texts focus on the character of the “good man” and the concept of how one should live. 
Parkinson has also explored the concept of the individual and society in the literature of the 
Middle Kingdom.63 He suggests that Middle Kingdom funerary biographies displayed an 
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expanded moral vocabulary and focused on the experience of the individual.64 Many of these 
documents present solitariness in a negative light, as a representation of isolation and 
opposition to society’s leaders. He has attributed solitariness and individuality with a 
“problematic status” in Middle Kingdom writing and has cautioned against seeing a 
romanticized sense of individual values in the texts.65 
1.3.1 – Audience  
Before moving on to briefly summarize the key literary works pertaining to this study, it 
is important to note that while these texts may have been influential for the king and the upper 
tier of courtiers, their broader impact was likely very limited. One of the chief problems with 
evaluating the literature of the Middle Kingdom is the lack of evidence for its social setting.66 
The texts from Lahun and the nature of literary composition indicate that such texts were an 
elite phenomenon and a key component of the ‘restricted’ written culture, as both the authors 
and audience were likely members of the upper class.67 Parkinson has proposed that since the 
internal audience for many of the wisdom texts and tales were groups, it is likely that the 
intended audience was also a group. Therefore, while the texts were designed to appeal on a 
personal level, they concerned themselves with broader societal issues.68  
Parkinson has suggested further, that while these texts would have been court 
sanctioned, they were socially and culturally subversive.69 In effect, the texts use decorum to 
present chaos in an ordered form, thereby containing its power.70 This was a new style of 
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discourse that textualized problematic values such as individuality. For Parkinson, the texts 
reflect, “an interplay between the ideal of ideology and the untoward of actuality, between 
ideal life and the vagaries of individual experience.”71 Parkinson’s synopsis is also very apropos 
to the statuary of Senwosret III, whose images appear to reflect both the king described in the 
texts of the late 12th Dynasty and the individual details of his own life experience. 
Baines has taken a more hardline view towards the possible audience of these texts. He 
defines knowledge as an instrument of power that is integral to socialization. Unequal 
distribution of knowledge is universal and is often used to separate social categories and stages 
of life.72 In Egypt, a restriction of religious knowledge in particular is to be expected, as access to 
religious practice was limited physically and organizationally. In addition, the concept of 
decorum was also used to control visual accounts, and the restriction of the ability to write also 
kept knowledge close to the center.73 Until writing became widespread, oral communication 
would have been the prime context for restriction of knowledge; meaning access to knowledge 
would have relied on social contact, groups or special occasions, and social hierarchies. Baines 
contrasts Passive Knowledge – knowledge that is known for the purposes of performing one’s 
duties or position – and truly restricted knowledge for which literacy would have been a 
prerequisite.74  
Baines has proposed two organizing principles for the nearly universal restriction of 
knowledge in ancient Egypt: hierarchy, both secular and religious; and decorum.75 Knowledge is 
power and therefore access to it is socially competitive and used to accentuate divisions; it does 
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not matter what is known, but who knows it; in this way, the king is set apart as the primary 
knower and actor.76 From the earliest times art and writing were inseparably linked in the 
Egyptian mindset; however, decorum and elite restriction limited the impact of both. The 
positioning of many royal statues in special areas, such as temple sanctuaries, would have made 
it so even the majority of elite individuals could not have seen them.77 Baines has questioned 
how far works of art would have meaningfully communicated with anyone beyond the gods.78 
He notes further that, at every turn, the ability of such works to serve as statements to many 
was subverted by scale and accessibility, audience, and subject matter, which was such that 
“what was not recorded was more central to the functioning of king and cult than what was.”  
For Baines, these constraints make it impossible to identify a non-divine audience. The 
human audience for these creations must have been a small group of elites directly involved in 
their commissioning and production.79 The essential form of display was architecture and it was 
centuries before it was supplemented to any extent with representation or writing. The means 
and meaning of display and differentiation was exclusion. While Baines’ arguments generally 
ring true, in the case of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III a slightly wider audience would have 
been able to view a limited number of royal statues such as the image accompanying the Semna 
Stela and the Biahmu colossi; nonetheless, it is important to keep in mind that in a majority of 
cases the intended audience for these texts and images was the gods, the king, and possibly a 
very small tier of the most elite individuals. 
The following sections will look at the most popular general interpretations for the texts 
of the Middle Kingdom as a whole before turning individually to a number of key texts, focusing 
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on specific passages that relate to royal ideology. These summaries are not meant to be 
exhaustive, but to familiarize the reader with the written counterparts to the royal statuary of 
Senwosret III and Amenemhet III and to provide a context for the cultural milieu in which they 
were created. While the audience for such texts was likely restricted, they are still highly 
significant as they reflect what was most important to the administration and how the kings of 
the Middle Kingdom wanted to have themselves portrayed. 
1.3.2 – The Pessimistic Literature 
 Virtually all of the more in-depth studies of the statuary of Senwosret III have looked to 
the literature of the Middle Kingdom as a source for the stylistic turn that takes place during his 
reign. Many refer to the pessimistic literature, but few define this genre. The term generally 
denotes texts that either date to or are reflective of the Early 12th Dynasty, these include The 
Teachings of Amenemhet I and other similar texts, the Tale of Sinue, The Eloquent Peasant, The 
Prophecy of Neferti, and more. There is no direct evidence for any written composition of 
fictional works in Egypt prior to the 12th Dynasty.80 Parkinson has suggested that written poetry 
likely emerged from the royal court at Itjtawi and he has dated the first poetic manuscripts to 
the tombs of mid to late 12th Dynasty Thebes. This early group of texts includes: The Tale of 
Sinue, The Tale of the Eloquent Peasant, and The Dialogue of a Man and His Soul, which 
Parkinson relates to a systematic refashioning of self-presentation amongst upper level elites.81 
Fragmentary manuscripts from various sites suggest that the literate elite circulated these 
poems throughout the country and small variances suggest they were written out for 
performance, like contemporary liturgical texts.82 
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Many of these works are politically oriented or focused on elite values as is evidenced in 
the teaching genre, while other works include pessimistic discourses and narrative, which 
offered divergent and un-idealized accounts of the world.83 Recent studies suggest that all of 
these genres were highly nuanced. Parkinson has proposed that they were all conformist, state-
supported art works, but they still illustrated largely divergent examples of human experience 
and maintained a degree of autonomy lacking in more functional writings such as royal eulogies 
or commemorative inscriptions. He has stated further that there was a difference between the 
way the Egyptians portrayed negativity in literary works and in monumental inscriptions like the 
Semna Stela.84 For example, the stela the depicts the king as “a confident, infallible hero,” while 
The Teachings of Amenemhet show an imperfect, weak, ruler who speaks about his personal 
longings and regrets. Other examples of this literary freedom include The Eloquent Peasant, in 
which a corrupt state official is discussed; The Dialogue of a Man and His Soul, which represents 
the most extreme case of juxtaposition between an official worldview and a countercultural 
voice; and The Tale of Sinue, which illustrates one man’s struggle to attain order and balance in 
his life during uncertain times. 
A number of scholars have followed Posener’s seemingly outdated interpretation of 
these works as propaganda.85 His study, Litterature et politique dans l’Egypte de la XIIe Dyanstie, 
is based on four well-known literary texts: The Prophecy of Neferti, The Instructions of 
Amenemhet I, Sinue, and The Loyalist Instructions. Each is discussed in its relation to the 
following themes: the founding of the dynasty, dynastic crisis, the affirmation of the dynasty, 
and the exaltation of the ruler. Posener has suggested that Mentuhotep II reunited the country 
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through conquest, but there was a disjunction including a troubled interregnum between the 
11th and 12th Dynasties. Amenemhet I then inherited a territorially united kingdom that was 
politically divided, as kingship had become discredited and local rulers strong. Interregional 
reorganization around a strong central government then began. Amenemhet I recognized the 
need to reestablish the power of kingship and saw the necessity for systematic “publication” of 
his claims to rule and he used writers and teachers within the government to do so. 
For Posener, all of these texts show a consistent intention to use the written word for 
the maintenance of royal power. However, many have argued against his assessment. Wilson 
has suggested that the depiction of the Egyptian king as disseminating propagandistic texts 
among his people is dangerously close to modern concepts.86 As discussed above, the pharaoh 
was by dogma a god and only a tiny fraction of the Egyptian elite was literate. On the other 
hand, Wilson has noted that the kings of the 12th Dynasty seem to have introduced a new 
element, the widespread use of the written word in order to further strengthen their position.87 
Parkinson also cautions against the use of the term propaganda, warning that, to term writings 
“propaganda” is to make a reductive analysis of their place in society. Such an analysis is 
particularly problematic for literary texts, in part because of the problem of the possible 
audience for such propaganda, but also because of the complex sensibility of the texts.88 He 
believes that the term ignores the tendency of such texts to dwell on the more negative aspects 
of life. 
W.K. Simpson has defined propaganda as a message, communication, or statement 
addressed on behalf of a specific group or ideology to a specific or general audience that carries 
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an overt or implicit attempt to persuade the audience to follow the author’s desire, to promote 
a political cause, to generally influence its attitude, or to discredit the opposition.89 He has 
stated that “maintenance propaganda,” which was used to preserve the status quo, was 
normative in Ancient Egyptian culture and presents itself in temple reliefs, statuary, religious 
compositions, and narratives.90 According to Simpson, propaganda does not have to be 
negative, it merely represents advocacy, which can also present itself in a work of art.91 He has 
proposed that both the Hymns to Senwosret III and the Semna Stela are both examples of 
advocacy and serve as royalist propaganda in a literary guise.92 Simpson has contrasted 
propaganda texts, which contain intentional advocacy with Belles Lettres, which are “pure,” 
apolitical, areligious compositions.93 
Assmann has termed these works “cultural texts,” i.e. texts meant to function in the 
specific frame of the textual or scribal culture and to form the cultural memory of the new ruling 
elite.94 He agrees with Posener that virtually all examples show politically supportive tendencies, 
but he also sides with others who have suggested that “propaganda” is not the right term to 
describe their political function.95  He has proposed that they were meant to form and inform 
future officials and even kings – the generality of the knowledge contained therein is what 
makes them comparable to what we would call literature and it is their general/representative 
character that relates them to identity and gives them their public quality. He has stressed 
further that the identity function of cultural texts applies only to those texts, which have an 
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evident didactic impact – not to all known texts; other types include monumental, documentary, 
encyclopedic, and recitation literature. These types of texts are not meant to be learned by 
heart, but to be consulted or ritually performed. 
In this study, I have refrained from using the term ‘pessimistic literature’ and instead 
have focused on discussing the texts of the Middle Kingdom chronologically. The texts that 
reference the early Middle Kingdom appear primarily in the discussion of the possible periods of 
co-rule, while those texts know to date from the mid 12th Dynasty relate more directly to the 
statuary of Senwosret III and his son. I do not think that is appropriate to refer to the early 
works as ‘propaganda,’ primarily in regard to the issue of audience; however, it is important to 
note that all of these were court sanctioned documents, and as such they were designed to 
depict the king and the ideology of kingship in a specific manner. The concept of royal self-
representation is at the heart of this study; therefore, it is important to understand how the 
one, two, and three-dimensional representations of Senwosret III interacted to form a 
composite statement on his reign. 
1.3.3 – Texts of the Late 12th Dynasty 
 The most recent analysis has likened the features of the king to the literary works more 
contemporary with this reign, including the Semna Stela and the Hymns to Senwosret III.96 The 
reign of Senwosret III marks a pivotal moment in the history of pharaonic ideology. There is no 
doubt that the vigorous political policy conducted in the frontiers of the territory, with the 
annexation of Lower Nubia, played a decisive role in the affirmation of pharaonic power and in 
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the emergence of new formulations and new modes of expression.97 B. Mathieu has found that 
a general assessment of the literature of the second half of the 12th Dynasty indicates that the 
genre of royal eulogy was particularly well represented. Following is a brief presentation of each 
of these key texts and the passages most relevant to the discussion of the statuary of Senwosret 
III.  
The Hymns to Senwosret III 
 The Hymns to Senwosret III, now located in the Petrie Museum,98 come from Lot LV of 
the cash originally discovered at Lahun during Petrie’s 1889-1890 season, making them a rare 
example of a literary text with a known excavated context.99 Lot LV comes from the area of 
palatial mansions in the elite sector of the town located along its northern edge and was likely 
associated with the priestly sphere, perhaps being derived from either a temple context or from 
the papers of a priest.100 The front of the roll preserves a poetic cycle of hymns to Senwosret III 
written in hieratic and the back preserves a copy of a literary narrative known as the Tale of Hay, 
which is likely a later addition. The presence of partially erased guidelines on the front of the roll 
suggest that it was first used for administrative accounts and then cleaned for the hymns, 
leading Parkinson to propose that they may not have been an official temple manuscript, but 
were perhaps a non-institutional copy made by an individual.101 The cycle contains four hymns, 
the third of which offers a much more intimate and personal look at the relationship between 
the king and his people. 
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Among the many remarkable motifs in these eulogies is the double characterization of 
the king as both too fierce for his enemies and full of solicitude for his faithful subjects.102 This 
representation is not unlike his three-dimensional image; he is often depicted with a strong 
muscular body and deeply accentuated facial features that give him the appearance of age. 
There are a number of metaphors in the Hymns that develop further in the New Kingdom. The 
king is portrayed as very attentive to all his people, as he is to the gods and the dead, he allows 
everyone to sleep peacefully day and night, and ensures their wellbeing. The Hymns also 
manifest the acute awareness of the authors of these texts and their sponsors of the power and 
political gain that could derive from its display.103 Mathieu has stated that speech can be as 
effective as weapons and the court poets of Senwosret III already had an astonishingly modern 
formula.  
Tallet has related the literary style of the 12th Dynasty to the political power and 
influence of its leaders.104 While it is hard to date the copies of several of the Middle Kingdom 
literary texts, The Hymns to Senwosret III are known to come from his reign. Comparable 
laudatory texts, to the glory of Senwosret I, are inserted in the narrative of Sinuhe; they are 
similar in style to those of Senwosret III, suggesting that this type of composition was a literary 
genre in its own right, thus offering a good complement to the portraits transmitted by the 
statuary.105 The first of the hymns addresses the king as the champion of Egypt and refers to him 
as ‘our Horus.’ Tallet has noted that aside from the numerous military virtues of the king, his 
ability to speak is often mentioned, an additional sign of his leadership qualities.106 Another 
hymn takes up the same elements, evoking all the beneficial aspects of the king’s actions. Tallet 
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has suggested that the litany character of most of these compositions shows that they were 
intended to be chanted, perhaps as part of a ritual intended to affirm the correctness of the 
king's action. He has also stressed the references to the protection of the country and the 
military action of Senwosret III, which are at the center of these texts, corroborating in all points 
the information that one can obtain on the military record of the king. 
The provenance of the hymns suggests that they may have related to rites that took 
place at Lahun, the location of the funerary complex associated with the cult and burial of 
Senwosret II, the father of Senwosret III; it is possible that the hymns were originally sung at any 
number of festivities or special occasions. The use of the epithet ‘dj anx Dt’ indicates that the 
original versions were most likely complied and performed during the king’s lifetime; it is 
unclear how long they would have remained in use after his death. The hymns are focused 
solely on and refer only to Senwosret III – there are no indications of or references to coregency. 
The Semna Stela 
The Semna Stela (Berlin 1157) marked the culmination of Senwosret III’s third campaign 
to Nubia and a significant extension of Egypt’s southern border. Berlin 1157 is a large granite 
stela comprised of 21 lines of text and topped with a winged sundisk.107 Its inscription primarily 
discusses the extension of the southern boundary, but also offers a dynamic portrait of a 
powerful and dominate ruler. Allen has described it as the clearest statement of Senwosret III’s 
policy of advancing Egypt’s border and regarding Egypt’s attitude towards their southern 
neighbors.108 The stela is one of a pair erected in Senwosret III Year 16 at the fortresses of 
Semna and Uronarti. There is also an earlier Year 8 boundary stela (Berlin 14753) that was set up 
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at Semna. C.J. Eyre has suggested that the Year 8 stele served simply as a boundary marker, 
whose function was in its physical presence, not in the content of its inscription.109  
Borchardt, Steindorff, and Schäefer discovered the Uronarti copy in 1903,110 but it was 
not fully published until 1953.111 The stela consists of brown sandstone and measures some 1.50 
m. tall and .80 m. wide. It includes the royal titulary of Senwosret III and 19 lines of text; the 
lower left corner is missing, rendering lines 12-19 incomplete. In comparing this text to the 
Semna Stela, the principal differences appear at the beginning of the text in the very first line, 
with only a series of minor variations following, making the texts virtually identical from that 
point on. J. Janssen has questioned the need for two such inscriptions located so near to one 
another, especially if there was only a single statue, located at Semna.112 However, there is 
nothing to suggest that a second image of the king was not installed at Uronarti, or that the 
significance of establishing the new boundary was such that the king felt compelled to 
commemorate it in multiple locations. 
Eyre has defined the text as a teaching, as it deals with the nature and duty of kingship 
and the proper relationship of father and son and has suggested that its likely audience was 
officials receiving instruction from their king.113 Teachings are a “distillation of experience,” or 
testament of the author’s life experience. They use narrative to give a framework to the 
instructions and place them within a context. For the Semna stela, the narrative places the 
teaching within a realistic account, which is rare. The text is linked to private biographies in its 
assertion that it is truthfully told, without exaggeration and it highlights the king’s potential 
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fallibility, which is a significant political theme in Middle Kingdom literature.114 Eyre has 
proposed that the Semna stela was the work of a court composer who drew on a range of 
standard literary formulae to create a special occasion text; this style develops fully into the 
Königsnovelle by the 18th Dynasty.115 
The inscription presents itself as a public announcement made by the king; it begins 
with a formal date and title, followed by a first-person eulogy of the king, a first-person 
narrative, and a third-person statement justifying the policy presented.116 The end of the text 
switches to second-person and addresses the audience, the king’s sons and successors, and 
their duty to uphold the border. Eyre has defined the general audience as the royal court and 
important officials of the state, suggesting that the text records a speech made at Semna or in 
the capital at the conclusion of the campaign.117 While it is possible the speech is fictional, there 
is no doubt to Eyre that it was once published in some fashion to its political audience. The text 
refers to the strength, power, and cunning of the king and is primarily related to his military 
exploits in the region. 
Mathieu has highlighted the originality of the stelae, which put the words into the 
mouth of the sovereign himself.118 As is the case in The Hymns, the phraseology renews several 
aspects of the genre that took shape during the reign of Senwosret I with the famous eulogy of 
that king in Sinue, on the stele of Hor (Cairo JE 71901), and in the Loyalist Instructions.119 
However, Mathieu and Vernus have noted the insistence of the king that his heirs guarantee the 
border, suggesting that it represents the concretization of the “imperative de 
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surpassement/imperative of overcoming,” as the text clearly explains, “I fixed my border 
upstream of my father’s; I added to that which was given to me.”120 According to Mathieu, this is 
the first time that the utterance of the king himself, on the monument, which adjoined a royal 
sculpture, enumerated a fundamental principle necessary to all members of society. In addition, 
those contemporaries of Senwosret III who took part in his military successes mimicked this 
official phraseology to present their own achievements to posterity.121 That is the case for a 
certain Sobek-khou-oui, born in year 27 of Amenemhet II, who passed his youth under 
Senwosret II, and boasted of receiving recompense from Senwosret III for his acts of bravery. His 
statements echo the royal declaration on the Semna stele. 
One of the most significant points of the Semna inscription to this study lies in lines 20-
21, which indicate that a statue of Senwosret III may have been set up at the site, the text reads: 
“Now my majesty has had an image made of my majesty, at this border which my majesty has 
made, in order that you maintain it, in order that you fight for it.” While others have suggested 
that the inscription indicates the presence of an accompanying statue of the king, Allen has 
proposed that the line, “now My Majesty has had made the image of My Majesty at this 
border…” actually referred to the stela itself, with the titulary of the king standing in for his 
image;122 however, this seems unlikely. The unity between text and image in the texts of the late 
12th Dynasty strengthens the theory that the distinctive style of Senwosret III was in fact 
representative of the literary portrayal of kingship during this period.  
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1.4 – Cultural and Historical Overview 
 In order to understand the evolution of the royal statuary of the Late 12th Dynasty in 
context, a brief historical outline is necessary for defining the major cultural and ideological 
shifts that occurred during the 12th Dynasty. This study is not focused on absolute chronology, as 
that area of analysis still poses too many problems to ensure a satisfactory solution. Before 
discussing the cultural milieu in which these statues were created a short overview of the 
preserved regnal dates from the reign of Senwosret III123 and an introduction to the controversy 
over the length of his reign is required.  
 Senwosret III was the son of Senwosret II and Khenmetneferhedjet-waret; he appears to 
have had four daughters and one son, Amenemhet III. The exact date that Senwosret III came to 
the throne remains unknown, but he succeeded his father, whose reign had likely been short. 
The Turin Canon attributes a reign of 30+x years; however, his last preserved regnal date is Year 
19. Scholars have concluded viably that he ruled for 19-years then died, that he ruled for 19-
years followed by a short period of co-rule with his son, that he ruled for 30-years with a 10-year 
period of co-rule, or that he ruled for 39-years with a 20-year period of co-rule. The data related 
to all of these possibilities is reviewed in detail in Chapter Two; however, the analysis of the 
statuary presented in this study takes the position that Senwosret III served as sole king for 19-
years at which time he entered into a coregency with his son Amenemhet III that lasted until 
roughly his Year 39.  
Dated materials are limited during the Middle Kingdom; the majority of the evidence for 
Senwosret III relates to his military efforts in Nubia and to mining operations in the desert and 
the Sinai. Inscriptions from various locations throughout Nubia dating the king’s years 6, 8, 10, 
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12, 16, and 19 attest to the intensity of his focus in that region and indicate that the majority of 
his reign was spent working to advance Egypt’s southern border and establish control down to 
the second cataract.124 There are only two preserved dates from Wadi el-Hudi and the Wadi 
Hammamat (Years 13 and 14 respectively), but a number of other inscriptions indicate the 
presence of royal expeditions throughout the key mining regions and additional evidence 
indicates possible conflicts with Bedouin.125 
Although dates are scarce, the preserved material reveals that the reigns of Senwosret 
II, Senwosret III, and Amenemhet III were a critical period of time, during which changes 
occurred in architecture, tombs and burial practices, relief decoration, literature, and sculpture, 
signaling a profound shift in religious beliefs and practices, the political and spiritual roles of the 
king, the relationship between the king and his people, and the connections between human 
beings and deities.126 L. Gestermann has noted that the majority of these changes appear first 
under Senwosret II, then intensify with the accession of his son.127 She has commented on how 
they may have influenced the visual representation of Senwosret III. Many of these aspects will 
be developed further as this study progresses, but a basic knowledge of the key concepts is 
critical before moving forward. 
One of the most visible transformations is present in the facial style of the royal statuary 
of Senwosret III. Beginning in the reign of Senwosret II the viewer’s attention is centered 
particularly on the face and traces of aging, or at least the accentuation of certain features, 
begin to appear. For Gestermann, this new image fits perfectly with the mood of the period as it 
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makes a clear distinction from everything that came before, depicting the human aspect of the 
king for the first time.128 She has noted further that these images are not portraits in the true 
sense, but portray the “ideal” of Senwosret III.129 Oppenheim relates the artistic turn to a new 
view of kingship.130 She has linked these developments with the alterations in the form of the 
royal funerary complex that began during the reign of Senwosret II.  
The burial complexes of these three pharaohs all deviate considerably from past models 
and include an array of previously unknown features.131 For example, during the reigns of 
Senwosret III and his son a new style of funerary temple emerged that presages the New 
Kingdom “temples of millions of years.” Oppenheim has proposed that these differences reflect 
the evolution of beliefs related to kingship and the royal afterlife.132 The development of royal 
funerary architecture under Senwosret III and Amenemhet III also plays a key role in 
determining the reign length of the former and the assessing the possibility for co-rule between 
these two kings.  
As discussed above, the government of Senwosret III is known for its activities in Nubia, 
which go far beyond any of his predecessors or successors;133 there is also evidence for the first 
major military expedition to the northeast.134 Gestermann has suggested that these policies 
would have increased both security and communication, resulting in a new political landscape 
and an increase in non-Egyptian contacts.135 In addition, a number of key administrative reforms 
also occur. In the late 12th Dynasty the administration was divided into three districts so that the 
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provincial administration was controlled from the center – not via nomarchs.136 This reform was 
coupled with a strengthening of the Vizierate and the employment of officials directly by the 
residence.137 The governments of Senwosret II and III used this practice more acutely to 
recentralize the government and increase loyalty to the king.138 These policies served to 
concentrate power at the center at the expense of the provinces, leading to large-scale changes 
in private burial practices.139 In parallel with the disappearance of large provincial tomb, there is 
an increase quantitatively and qualitatively in the cemeteries located closer to the residence.140 
 The development of coffin decoration mirrors that of private tomb architecture. In the 
late 11th and early 12th dynasty a large number of local styles existed, but with the decline in 
the provincial cemeteries the decoration became more uniform; the starting point of this 
development is Lisht.141 Similar changes are also visible in the types of grave goods used.142 
Beginning in the Mid 12th Dynasty wooden models disappear and are replaced with new 
equipment sometime around the reign of Senwosret II.143 These objects include the first shabtis 
as well as a number of everyday groups of objects including the so-called wands, faience 
models, and amulets. Oppenheim has stated that these changes, when taken together, indicate 
a fundamental rethinking of many cultural aspects related to kingship, administration, society, 
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and religion.144 Further, new symbolic types of jewelry, including the pectoral, also appear 
during this period – suggesting a shift in religious practice.  
A marked disparity develops in the quality of finds from the provinces vs. those from the 
center. Even in ceramic production, the styles in Upper and Lower Egypt are well distinguished 
in the 11th and early 12th dynasties to the reign of Senwosret II.145 However, the residence style 
begins to develop during the reign of Senwosret I and is firmly established by the reign of 
Senwosret II. In addition, there is a vast increase in private monuments, particularly at special 
sacred sites like Abydos and Elephantine.146 The increased focus on Abydos also presents itself in 
the royal sphere, most notably with the complex of Senwosret III.147  
The majority of these changes span the reigns of Senwosret II to Amenemhet III, 
suggesting that Senwosret II was the main instigator.148 Due to the limited evidence available 
from his reign, it is unclear how extensive his original concept was, but we can see the first 
significant changes in royal sculpture, an increased focus on Nubia, the first recorded contacts 
with Asia, the last documented nomarchs, the policy of educating new civil servants at the 
residence, the decline of large private tombs, changes in private burial practices, and a renewed 
centralization in the ceramic repertoire. All of these aspects then intensify during the reign of 
Senwosret III.149 The reign of Amenemhet III marks a new phase in the dynasty as new ventures 
appear, such as the king’s investment in the Fayyum. 
                                                             
144 Oppenheim, “Introduction,” p. 6. 
145 Gestermann, “Der politische und kulturelle,” p. 43. 
146 These monuments attest the relationship between the king and his people. During this period objects 
and iconography previously reserved for the king alone appeared in the tombs of private individuals, 
including Pyramid Texts, objects imitating royal regalia, etc. Oppenheim, “Introduction,” pp. 7-8. 
147 Gestermann, “Der politische und kulturelle,” p. 44; J. Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III at 
Abydos (New Haven: Peabody Museum of Natural History; Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania 
Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology, 2007).  
148 Gestermann, “Der politische und kulturelle,” p. 44.  
149 Gestermann, “Der politische und kulturelle,” p. 45. See also: Franke, “The Career of Khnumhotep III of 
Beni Hasan,” pp. 51-68.  
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1.5 – Dissertation Methodology and Structure 
The overarching aim of this study is answer the following questions: What is the best 
method to categorize and date the statuary of Senwosret III? What factors contributed to the 
change in royal style that reaches its highpoint during that king’s reign? What can the statuary of 
Senwosret III and Amenemhet III reveal about the proposed coregency between them and 
about the general role of royal imagery in Middle Kingdom coregencies? To that end, two major 
methodological concerns arise. The first relates to the dating of the statues and the second, to 
their interpretation.  
1.5.1 – Dating the Statuary 
 Unfortunately, none of the statuary in either kings’ corpus has a preserved date and 
there are no consistent variations within the titulary of these rulers that could form a criterion 
for dating. The work of R. Tefnin and D. Laboury on the importance of archaeological context is 
critical to this study; although, that too is difficult to establish in a number of cases.150 Laboury 
has determined that architectural context is the most accurate method of dating as it offers the 
only way to assign an approximate date to a royal statue.151 He cautions against the use of style, 
as the validity of an exclusively stylistic classification necessitates that the evolution be linear 
and continuous, which is not always the case. While there are only a limited number of recorded 
dates associated with the find spots for the material in this dissertation, various factors can aide 
in establishing an approximate date for certain structures. Unlike the studies of Tefnin and 
Laboury, where regnal dates were more readily available, the chronological structure presented 
here is necessarily more theoretical.  
                                                             
150 R. Tefnin, La statuaire d’Hatshepsout: portrait royal et politique sous la 18e dynastie (Bruxelles: 
Fondation égyptologique reine Elisabeth, 1979), particularly pp. 37-70; D. Laboury, La statuaire de 
Thoutmosis III: Essais d’interpretation d’un portrait royal dans son context historique (Liège: CIPL, 1998), 
pp. 70-73.  
151 Laboury, La statuaire de Thoutmosis III, p. 73 
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 The first step is to distinguish architectonic statues from movable ones. In the case of 
Senwosret III and Amenemhet III none of the images appear to have been cut from the 
building’s original structure. This means that any one of the statues could have been moved 
after its original installation, demanding a thorough vetting of the provenance for each example. 
That being said, the original location of several of the geographic series noted in Chapters Four 
and Five are known and data from or related to the decoration of those temples can aide in 
further refining this framework.  
For example, the size and style of a number of the dyads and statue groups from 
Hawara indicate that they may have been installed prior to the building’s completion, although, 
the poor state of the remains at the site make this difficult to establish with certainty. Another 
important criterion is the presence of reliefs related to the Sed-Festival. In other periods, the 
celebration of this rite occurred in variable years; however, the evidence specific to the 12th 
Dynasty seems to indicate a clear pattern.152 The data suggests that 12th Dynasty kings 
celebrated their first jubilee in or around their 30th regnal year, indicating that if a temple’s relief 
program references the actual celebration of the king’s jubilee, the decorative program of that 
structure, including the statuary, most likely dates to around Year 30 or later. Finally, a number 
of control notes and other epigraphic sources form the baseline for dating statuary related to 
the kings’ funerary complexes. Working out from these more anchored points, stylistic and 
iconographic comparisons are required to place the remaining statues. 
1.5.2 – Methodological Comparison: The Statuary of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III 
 The purpose of this section is to illustrate that during a period of universally accepted 
coregency both participants used the manipulation of their physiognomy to convey essential 
                                                             
152 See also P. O’Mara, “Dating the Sed-Festival: Was There Only a Single Model?” GM 136 (1993): 57-70 – 




elements of their political strategy and to either liken or distinguish themselves from one 
another. The evolution of royal style during the regency and coregency of Hatshepsut and 
Thutmose III, as well as the sole-reign of the latter indicates that it is possible to attempt an 
evaluation of such patterns in the statuary of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III. The body of 
royal sculpture is similar in both cases but the clear-cut evidence for coregency makes 
Hatshepsut and Thutmose III the ideal case study to examine the role of political change on the 
statuary of a reigning monarch. The most thorough investigations of the various modes of royal 
self-representation during this period are those of Tefnin and Laboury, whose work has focused 
on Hatshepsut and Thutmose III respectively.153  
Laboury’s analysis the corpus of Thutmose III addresses two main methodological 
questions that also pertain to this study: how can a royal statue be dated within a given reign, 
and how can we explain the iconographic modification of the statuary of an Egyptian king?154 As 
addressed in the previous section, both Tefnin and Laboury use architectural dating to place key 
groups of statuary in order to distinguish the characteristics of each political transition; others 
have used this method to date the statuary of Amenemhet III and Amenhotep III.155 The work of 
J. Lipinska’s indicates that the distinctions visible in the three-dimensional image of Thutmose III 
are also present in two-dimensions, a fact Laboury has used to strengthen his dating of the 
                                                             
153 R. Tefnin, La statuaire d’Hatshepsout: portrait royal et politique sous la 18e dynastie (Bruxelles: 
Fondation égyptologique reine Elisabeth, 1979); D. Laboury, La statuaire de Thoutmosis III: Essais 
d’interpretation d’un portrait royal dans son context historique (Liège: CIPL, 1998); D. Laboury, “Royal 
Portrait and Ideology: Evolution and Signification of the Statuary of Thutmose III,” in E.H. Cline and D. 
O’Connor (eds.), Thutmose III: A New Biography (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2008), pp. 260-
291. 
154 D. Laboury, La statuaire de Thoutmosis III: Essais d’interpretation d’un portrait royal dans son context 
historique (Liège: CIPL, 1998); D. Laboury, “Royal Portrait and Ideology: Evolution and Signification of the 
Statuary of Thutmose III,” in E.H. Cline and D. O’Connor (eds.), Thutmose III: A New Biography (Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan Press, 2008), pp. 260-291. 
155 Polz, “Die Bildnisse;” W.R. Johnson, “Images of Amenhotep III in Thebes: Styles and Intentions,” in L.M. 
Berman (ed.), The Art of Amenhotep III: Art Historical Analysis (Cleveland: Cleveland Museum of Art, 
1990), pp. 26-46; A.P. Kozloff and B. Bryan (eds.), Egypt’s Dazzling Sun: Amenhotep III and His World 
(Cleveland: Cleveland Museum of Art, 1992), pp. 98-177. 
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sculptural material. After placing key groups, Laboury uses the physiognomy and style of the 
images to determine if they reflect a conscious modification and what ideological purpose such 
a modification may have served.  
From a more theoretical prospective, Laboury stresses the cultural, political, and 
ideological stetting of the statues.156 He has noted that royal portraits reflected the institution of 
kingship and as such were constructs of the state. Therefore, any modifications to the royal 
iconography were deliberate and related to the ideological concerns of the king.157 Lipinska has 
noted further that the prestige of the structures containing both two and three-dimensional 
representations of the king was such that any differences in the official line cannot be 
considered arbitrary variations in style or quality.158 These statements are critical to bear in 
mind for the discussion of the statuary Senwosret III in particular, as many scholars – including 
Laboury – have suggested that differences between the images in certain series were reflective 
of artistic skill level.  
The statuary of Hatshepsut and Thutmose III is divided into four main periods with a 
number of sub-phases. First is the Regency Period (Years 1-7), during which time the images of 
both kings reflected the physiognomy of their predecessors. The Coregency Period (Years 7-21) 
is divided into two sub-phases that ultimately culminate in the fully masculine image of 
Hatshepsut. Early on in the Coregency Period, three-dimensional images of Thutmose III appear 
to be lacking. In Year 20 Hatshepsut disappears, but the coregency style continues in relief. Year 
22 marks the dawn of the Early Style of Thutmose III represented by the statues from the Akh 
                                                             
156 Laboury, “Royal Portrait and Ideology,” p. 261; Laboury, La statuaire de Thoutmosis III, pp. 74-77. 
157 Laboury, “Royal Portrait and Ideology,” p. 261; Laboury, La statuaire de Thoutmosis III, pp. 74-77. 
158 J. Lipinska, “The Portraits of Tuthmosis III Newly Discovered at Deir el-Bahari,” in in M.L. Bernhard 
(ed.), Mèlanges offerts à Kazimierz Michalowski (Warsaw: Panstwowe Wydawnictwo Naukow, 1966), pp. 
129-138, p. 139.  
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Menu; these images offer a personalized version of the coregency style.159 The final phase of 
development, the Later Style, arises with the Year 42 proscription of Hatshepsut and represents 
a rejection of any reference to her personal image; this revival of the regency style is visible on 
the statues from Djeser Akhet.160 
Hatshepsut came to power after the short reign and unexpected death of her husband 
Thutmose II. At that time, the king’s eldest son, Thutmose III, was likely still a toddler, leading 
Hatshepsut to assume the role of regent.161 The Regency Period has its own distinctive style 
derived from that Thutmose I and II.162 Tefnin has identified three main stages of iconographic 
evolution is the statuary of Hatshepsut; the first, aligns with this period.163 Early on the queen 
had herself depicted acting as a regent, or substitute for the pharaoh. She appears solely with 
the iconography of an Egyptian queen and worked diligently to preserve the memory of her 
husband.164 Gradually she began to appear on temple walls in place of her nephew taking on his 
ritual functions.165  
                                                             
159 Laboury, “Royal Portrait and Ideology,” p. 281 
160 Laboury, “Royal Portrait and Ideology,” p. 281 
161 This situation is expressed clearly on the stela of Ineni, which states that “the gods’ wife, Hatsheptsut” 
was managing the affairs of the state; Urk.IV.58.12-60.11. 
162 Laboury, “Royal Portrait and Ideology,” pp. 272-273. 
163 Tefnin, La statuaire d’Hatshepsout. This has been questioned by P.F. Dorman, “Review of Christine 
Meyer, Senenmut: Eine prosopographische Untersuchung,” BiOr 42 (1985): cols. 295-302, cols. 299-300 
and Dorman, The Monuments of Senenmut, pp. 592-608. Laboury has concluded that there is no other 
way to coherently explain the diversity of characteristics in the statuary of Hatshepsut. 
164 P. Dorman, “Hatshepsut: Princess to Queen to Co-Ruler,” in C.H. Roehrig (ed.), Hatshepsut: From 
Queen to Pharaoh (New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2006), pp. 87-89, p. 88. Dorman has traced 
the evolution of Hatshepsut in the epigraphic evidence in: P. Dorman, “The Early Reign of Thutmose III: An 
Unorthodox Mantle of Coregency,” in Cline and O’Connor (eds.), Thutmose III: A New Biography (Ann 
Arbor: UMP, 2006), pp. 39-68. 
165 Chevrier, “Rapport sur les travaux de Karnak (1953-1954),” ASAE 53 (1955): 21-42, pl. 22; A. Grimm, 
“Ein Porträt der Hatschepsut als Gottesfrau und Königin,” GM 65 (1983): 33-37, pl. I. He compares this to 
the temple at Semneh from Year 2 and a Year 5 stela from Serabit el-Khadim (Gardiner et al., The 
Inscriptions of Sinai, vols. 1-2 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1952-55), no. 175, pl. 56). 
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Despite his actual age, Thutmose III was depicted as an adult and without any 
overshadowing from his aunt.166 Four royal monuments are known from the regency: the Semna 
Temple, two chapels at Karnak, and a series of blocks from a temple that preceded the Akh 
Menu. The physiognomy of the relief figures at these sites is reminiscent of Thutmose I and II, 
indicating a shared style between Hatshepsut and her nephew.167 There are very few plausible 
statues dating to this period, the most convincing for Laboury is Cairo RT 14/6/24/11.168 The 
early representations of Thutmose III show him with a square face, the composition of which is 
founded on the straight line; his eyes are wide open, his brows straight and roughly horizontal, 
his nose is straight, and his lips simple.169 This iconographic model is used until at least Year 7. 
After changing her official behavior, Hatshepsut then assumed her own royal titulary, 
ushering in the Coregency Period, which spans Years 7-21. When she first appeared as king, 
Hatshepsut retained her feminine attributes and dress as well as the facial physiognomy of the 
regency style. Shortly thereafter, during the second phase of her stylistic evolution, she began to 
assert her own personality and her position as king using a mixture of male and female 
attributes. The first indications of this transition appear on a set of sphinxes that still depict her 
with the yellow skin of a woman but with her characteristic elongated eyes and curved 
eyebrows.170 The same style of eye also appears on two seated statues of Hatshepsut in female 
dress; the latter also displays a new chin and lower jaw, giving the face a more triangular 
                                                             
166 Laboury, “Royal Portrait and Ideology,” p. 272; R.A. Caminos, Semna-Kumma (London: EEF, 1998), p. 
14, pls. 20, 23-27, 38-41, 48-50, 57-59; Laboury, La statuaire de Thoutmosis III, p. 635. 
167 Laboury, “Royal Portrait and Ideology,” p. 273; Laboury, La statuaire de Thoutmosis III, p. 635; Tefnin, 
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appearance.171 A third statue (New York MMA 29.3.2) is similar, but with a hooked nose and 
male costume. The same modifications appear on the Osiride colossi from the rear wall of the 
upper terrace at Deir el-Bahari, which have orange skin – an intermediary between the 
traditional yellow and red.172 The resulting physiognomy includes a heart-shaped face with a 
pointed chin, a hooked nose, highly arched eyes and eyebrows, and a small clinched mouth.173 
These images use a more individualized physiognomy that differed from that of her 
predecessors and was designed to express her personality as king. 
It is unclear how long this intermediary stage lasted – but it was long enough for the 
construction of three monuments: her limestone chapel at Karnak,174 an additional structure at 
Karnak,175 and the southern temple of Buhen.176 P. Dorman’s analysis of these monuments 
indicates that during this transitory period the queen had not yet committed herself to 
abandoning all association with her husband in favor of her father – a strategy that plays out on 
her later monuments. The motivation behind her final push to a purely masculine image remains 
unknown, it is possible that female guise may not have been a good permanent option 
ichnographically or practically.177 This gradual process reflects a series of accommodations; it 
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44 
 
was only after a number of presumably failed attempts that she resorted to a fully male 
image.178 The full transformation cannot have been long as the form appears in many of her 
most ambitious construction projects, although the exact date is unclear.179 From Year 16 on the 
queen is systematically represented as a man; she even has some of her female figures re-
carved to express her new identity.180 Her femininity was never denied, and continued to be 
expressed textually.181 
There is no architectural or epigraphic evidence that makes it possible to identify a 
statue of Thutmose III clearly made during the coregency period.182 Relief scenes generally 
focused on the dominant partner, but always gave a small place to the young king;183 allowing 
scholars to draw a comparison based on their two-dimensional representations.184 The majority 
of the images of Thutmose III from the Coregency Period closely recall the second phase of 
Hatshepsut’s evolution, specifically New York MMA 29.3.2 – they have a triangular face, pointed 
chin, small pursed mouth, and prominent hooked nose; the eyes however, still appear in the 
regency style.185 This and other evidence indicates that the coregency statues of Thutmose III 
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were slightly different than those of his aunt, with the eyes and eyebrows retaining the style of 
his predecessors.186 Laboury has concluded that the two and three-dimensional evidence 
indicates that the image of Thutmose III was heavily influenced by that of his aunt, but with a 
few small differences meant to distinguish his statues. 
After this transitory period, Hatshepsut’s iconography changed a third time to one that 
was fully masculine in image, text, and skin color.187 Her facial physiognomy is a synthesis of her 
first two styles representing a compromise between her individualized portrait and that of her 
male predecessors.  This form appears in a number of her two-dimensional representations and 
two thirds of the statuary from Deir el-Bahari. A limited number of statues executed in this style 
are inscribed for Thutmose III, including the quartzite sphinx in the Metropolitan Museum of 
Art.188 The third phase of development created a royal image that fit both rulers.189 During the 
last phase of the coregency period Thutmose III is depicted five times less frequently than 
Hatshepsut and is always in a secondary position; he is excluded from all politically essential 
scenes.190 Hatshepsut appears as the functioning king, while Thutmose III may have still been 
considered “the one who is in the nest.”191  
Dorman has noted that Hatshepsut’s visual transformation was not a usurpation of royal 
power, as she had been firmly in control since the death of her husband. He describes it as the 
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“end result of an unprecedented experiment,” which explored the possibility that a female 
could attain kingship.192 Dorman has proposed that the mixed message offered by Hatshepsut’s 
earlier depictions must have been confusing to some, leading to her adoption of fully male 
iconography. Keller has remarked that one of the most singular aspects of the coregency 
between Hatshepsut and Thutmose III was its length, which could not have been know at the 
time of its inception. She has proposed that the existing artistic conventions may have made it 
difficult for a female co-regent to take precedence over her male counter-part, prompting her to 
change her mode of representation.193 
C.A. Keller has also proposed that the fully male figures represent the application of the 
male kingship icon, not a separate artistic development.194 Most of the statues in this category 
are well over life-size or are smaller, simplified versions of over-life-size works. Despite their 
maleness, Keller has noted that these figures still retain Hatshepsut’s recognizable 
physiognomy, making it clear that they depicted the same individual. Hatshepsut’s statuary 
program visually and textually emphasized her close relationship to the gods and their 
acceptance of her kingship.195 Her female identity was appropriate when she served as queen to 
Thutmose II and wife of Amun but was not ultimately enough to denote her status as co-regent. 
In Egypt, kinship has its own idealized visual and textual vocabulary, with an icon of kingship that 
was male; in order to achieve the status and power of an Egyptian king Hatshepsut had to 
conform that idealized icon.196 Roth has noted further that by representing herself as male, 
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Hatshepsut was conforming to the conventions of royal representation; Thutmose was 
represented in the same way, despite the fact that he was a young child.197 
Laboury has observed that Hatshepsut viewed her nephew as a rival and that her 
attitude towards him changed throughout her reign.198 During the transition between the 
regency and coregency, at the start of her reign, she focused intently on the memory of 
Thutmose II, while downplaying the role of her nephew, even having some of his cartouches re-
carved for herself or Thutmose II.199 She used these tactics to highlight dynastic continuity and 
to assert her own power at the expense of her nephew. During Phase Two, Hatshepsut assumes 
the throne and appears alone in the presence of the gods. At this time Thutmose III totally 
disappears from the iconography.200 Her titles, behavior, dress, and anatomy are gradually 
adapted to depict a male pharaoh. After this evolution references to Thutmose I replace those 
to Thutmose II for the purposes of legitimation. At the point when she has become fully 
masculine, images of Thutmose III reappear.201  
Royal portraits from the start of the king’s sole-reign, his Years 21-42, also form a 
homogenous and distinct stylistic group.202 Thutmose III erected the Akh Menu at Karnak in Year 
24, just after the start of his sole reign and many of the original statues associated with the 
structure are still preserved.203 The faces from the early sole-reign are round with delicate 
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modeling, the eyes are elongated and drawn with curved lines, as are the eyebrows, and the 
nose has a distinctive aquiline profile with a rounded fleshy tip. These features are also present 
in the relief work at the temple and on other royal monuments from the same period at 
different sites – a fact that demonstrates the chronological significance of the iconography.204  
Laboury and others have noted the similarities between the Akh Menu style and that of 
Hatshepsut.205  However, there are some differences between this group and those examples 
dating to the period of coregency, including the protruding and low cheekbone of Thutmose III, 
which causes a horizontal depression under the eye, the s-shaped profile of his chin, and the 
fleshy and rounded tip of his nose; these differences are systematic, making them a valuable 
marker to distinguish images of Thutmose III.206 It is important to note that a series of reliefs, 
originally carved in the coregency style, were recut to incorporate these new distinctive 
features.207 The relief and sculptural evidence indicates that this change was not immediate but 
occurred as a transition, taking full effect in the king’s Year 22 – one year after the 
disappearance of Hatshepsut.208 A comparison with the king’s mummy has revealed that this 
                                                             
see Laboury, La statuaire de Thoutmosis III, pp. 561-68; A.H. Gardiner, “Thutmosis III Returns Thanks to 
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new style may have been more in line with his actual appearance.209 This is corroborated by the 
fact that many of these traits are new and therefore not likely in reference to any ancestors. 
Laboury then reviews the archaeological and textual sources in order to determine why 
Thutmose III would have chosen to follow the model of Hatshepsut after their period of co-rule 
had ended. The archaeological evidence indicates that initially Thutmose III set out to complete 
the monuments of his former partner, with some modifications – this is best seen on the Red 
Chapel at Karnak.210 Laboury has concluded that just after the queen’s death, Thutmose III 
began the completion of her projects in the style she had initiated. Then, in his Year 22 he 
decided to modify them to assert his own personality and to pass them off as his own actions.211 
This is clearly visible in the construction, decoration, and inscriptions of the Akh Menu, with the 
new statuary style serving as a plastic translation of this policy. The texts and images from this 
period indicate a need for legitimation and an “ambiguous attitude” towards Hatshepsut – the 
continuation of her model with a personal touch.212 The evidence is consistent and indicates 
that no significant changes occurred in his iconography prior to Year 42.   
Lipinska has shown that the statuary from the temple of Thutmose III at Deir el-Bahari 
forms its own distinctive stylistic group.213 A set of ostraca has established the date of the 
temple as spanning from Thutmose III Year 43-49.214 Both Lapinska and Laboury have 
determined that the official nature of the temple and therefore the statue series indicate that 
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any changes reflected an official decision – an assessment that is essential to bear in mind over 
the course of this study.215 Laboury identified the nose, eyes, eyebrows, and angular structure of 
the face as the most striking characteristics of this group; the overall construction of the face is 
based on a straight line, not a curved one. These features are also present in the two-
dimensional image of the king dating to that same period; indicating that the style emerged 
sometime around Year 42-43.216 Statuary from other temples shares the same physiognomy, but 
their archaeological contexts are unknown, making it impossible to establish a clear date.  
Amenhotep II continues the “late iconography,” which appears to be inspired by that of 
Thutmose I and II, the king’s father and grandfather.217 Labouray has linked this 
visual/ideological shift to an important political event that occurred in Thutmose III’s Year 42 – 
the proscription of Hatshepsut.218 As Dorman has shown, the architectural evidence from 
central Karnak indicates that this event could not have occurred earlier that Year 42,219  and the 
material from Deir el-Bahari implies that it must have begun prior to Day 23 Month 1 of Akhet 
Year 43, further refining this defining period.220  
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The significance of Thutmose I and II in the later reign of the Thutmose III is noteworthy. 
Like Hatshepsut, Thutmose III claimed his legitimation by a miracle of Amun and the will of his 
father; he dedicated and re-dedicated many monuments to his father and grandfather.221 
Laboury has suggested that this was politically motivated and specifically related to the last 
decade of the reign. He has proposed that by negating Hatshepsut and honoring his direct royal 
ancestors Thutmose III tried to create an uninterrupted dynastic continuity from father to son, 
from his grandfather to himself. Amenhotep II, as crown prince, also took part in the 
proscription and it is possible he had a short coregency with his father.222 During the last phase 
of the king’s reign he focused intently on his son. Laboury has suggested that the proscription 
and protection were part of a wider policy of Thutmose III to enhance the royal bloodline.  
The fact that the attacks end under Amenhotep II shows that the plan only concerned 
the former and his father.223 Thutmose III had to go back in time and justify his own power and 
that of his son whose lineage stemmed from a different matrilineal line than that of Hatshepsut, 
likely leading to two rival lines within the family.224 The secondary line had to be negated in 
order to insure the success and safety of Amenhotep II. It is in this political context that Laboury 
has rooted a shift in the king’s iconography. The new features subvert those associated with 
Hatshepsut, including the round face with triangular plan, elongated eyes, curved lines, and a 
prominent hooked nose. Labouray has termed it a rejection of any physical detail that would 
recall the queen and a revival of the older model associated with Thutmose I and II. It is a 
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proscription in artistic language and as such part of a wider policy associated with the 
legitimation of his own dynastic line.225  
 Laboury’s full analysis reveals that the physiognomy of the statues of Thutmose III 
varied considerably based on the period of the reign in which they were constructed, leading 
him to question of concept of portraiture in Egyptian art.226 The corpus of Thutmose III 
preserves several dozen sculpted heads and the mummy of the sovereign has survived in 
relatively good state.227 The head of the mummy (Cairo CG 61068) was detached from its body 
during the plundering of the king’s tomb, but it is still in a remarkable state of conservation. The 
disappearance of the soft tissues of the face unfortunately limits the reconstitution of the 
original physiognomy of the deceased; only the bone structure and the relative position of the 
different elements of the head can be determined with certainty.228 Laboury’s work indicates 
that the physiognomic features common to all the statues of Thutmose III are found on the 
mummy including a prominent mandible and protruding cheekbones.229 Naturally, the elements 
of the face that change during the evolution of the statuary, like the shape of the nose or that of 
the eyebrows, do not always correspond to the physiognomy of the mummy. He has noted 
further that those examples closest to the mummy are those from the beginning of his sole-
reign, a time when he sought to assert his personality.230  
The resemblance between the statuary and the mummy is not perfect. In fact, no 
sculptured portrait of the monarch presents a faithful copy of the physiognomy of the mummy, 
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but all have traits that reference it. Laboury has determined that the statuary presented the real 
appearance of the king in a number of different interpretations based on political, ideological, 
functional, and aesthetic factors.231 For Laboury, his study of the statuary of Thutmose III 
confirms the conclusion of Tefnin, that the form of royal statuary was defined by the 
intersection of three principal planes of meaning: plastic, ritual, and ideological.232 The influence 
of these factors is such that it can elicit a characteristic feature of the pharaoh's face, like his 
nose, which, for political reasons, becomes straight in the Year 42. Laboury has stated that such 
modifications would have been inconceivable without the consent of the monarch, indicating 
that the decision to change the royal iconography came from the pharaoh himself, with the 
assistance of his close advisers.233 In addition, the fact that the necessary adjustments to the 
new physiognomic model are preserved on real statues, suggests that the new iconography was 
the result of a dialogue between the king and his sculptors, in order to find the best plastic 
translation of the royal will.234 
Following the discussion in Section 1.2.1, Laboury questions whether or not such images 
constitute portraiture, or realism. The notion of portrait implies that it possible to recognize the 
individual represented. The constancy of certain traits of Thutmose III are reflective of the king’s 
true physical appearance, although that is not the case for all of the facial details.235 
Nonetheless, there is little doubt that for the contemporaries of Thutmose III, the statues of the 
king were portraits worthy of the name, and that the iconographic modifications which occurred 
did not inhibit the relationship of resemblance that united these sculptures to their model.236 
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Laboury does not believe that the term realism, discussed here in Section 1.2.3, can be 
applied to the statuary of Thutmose III.237 He has stated that the absolute nature of realism and 
its contrast with idealism makes the term inadequate to address the problem of portraiture as it 
is posited by the iconography of this material. Numerous examples of pharaonic art indicate that 
the formal relationship between the image and its model is analogical; the subtle shifts in style 
enrich the meaning of the work and transcend the object represented, which thus constitutes a 
point of contact between the real and the imaginary.238 For the Egyptians, an image is a true 
incarnation of its model and as such is designed to represent its essence not its appearance.239  
For D. Lorand, it is in the functional context that characterizes the Egyptian art, that the 
evolution of the portrait of Thutmose III takes its full meaning.240 Like all pharaonic images, the 
statues are meant to represent not the changing of appearances, but the profound nature of 
their model. The problem is that the political and ideological essence of Thutmose III, just like 
that of Hatshepsut, evolved considerably during the reign. By virtue of the efficacy and vivacity 
of the Egyptian icons, the king became the magically effective and living image of his ideology by 
means of slight transformations of his real physiognomic traits on his statues. In the end, 
Laboury concludes that these are ideological portraits, about which the concept of realism is 
ultimately no longer relevant. He has observed a “perfect concordance” between the political 
policy and royal iconography of this period and has suggested that these portraits represent “an 
accurate translation of current ideology in iconographic language.”241 Further, the epigraphic, 
art historical, and iconographic evidence indicates that the evolution in the style of Thutmose III 
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was the result of political factors directly related to the coregency and subsequent problems of 
legitimation.  
The work of Laboury and Tefnin sets up an important set of methodological and 
ideological parameters that are also highly relevant to this study of the statuary of Senwosret III 
and Amenemhet III. Two in particular are the most critical to keep in mind as this study 
progresses. First, changes in the physiognomy of royal statuary were most likely instigated by 
the king and his personal advisors and served to express shifts in the political or ideological 
message of the state. It is highly unlikely that clear changes in royal iconography were the result 
of geographic concerns or the hand of subpar artists. Further, the obvious link between the 
political factors of this period, which include coregency, and the evolution of the images of 
Hatshepsut and Thutmose III leave open the possibility to observe such a relationship in other 
reigns. 
1.5.3 – Structural Overview 
This dissertation observes a tripartite structure. Part One examines the question of 
coregency during the 12th Dynasty in one chapter. Chapter Two begins with an assessment of 
the theories related the practice of coregency and its relationship to generally accepted 
Egyptian cultural and political norms. It also addresses the relative chronology of the period, 
including the length of reign of each king. The main body of the chapter re-examines the full 
corpus of evidence related to the proposed coregencies of the 12th Dynasty, with special 
attention given to the possibility for coregency between Senwosret III and Amenemhet III. This 
chapter is fundamental to the study of the statuary contained in Part Two, as it provides the 
chronological framework necessary for a full evaluation of the sculptural material.  
 Part Two is focused on the royal statuary dating to Senwosret III and Amenemhet III and 
consists of four chapters. Chapter Three traces the development of royal statuary during the 
56 
 
12th Dynasty leading up to the reign of Senwosret III. Chapter Four assesses the statuary of 
Senwosret III and includes an overview of previous scholarship, an iconographic analysis of the 
material, and a full archaeological, epigraphic, and stylistic accounting of each object. A 
complete catalogue of all of the statuary included in this study appears in Appendix A. Chapter 
Five follows the same structure for the statuary of Amenemhet III with its accompanying 
catalogue in Appendix B. Chapter Six takes a deeper look at the geographic and stylistic divisions 
noted in the two previous chapters in an attempt to arrange them chronologically beginning 
with the sole-reign of Senwosret III and ending with the period of coregency between 
Amenemhet III and IV.  
 Part Three includes the conclusions of this study and offers a synthesis of the material 
presented in the preceding chapters. The final chapter takes into account key details from Parts 
One and Two in order to evaluate the role of royal statuary during the reigns of Senwosret III 
and Amenemhet III and the possible effects that practice of coregency may have had on the 















CHAPTER TWO: THE INSTITUTION OF COREGENCY DURING THE 12TH DYNASTY 
 
2.1 – Conceptual and Chronological Concerns 
2.1.1 – The Institution of Coregency 
Evidence for coregency first surfaced in 1828 as a result of T. Young’s discovery of the 
Stela of Hapu at Aswan, one of three known “double-dated” monuments from the early 12th 
Dynasty.242 These inscriptions, all from the private sphere, preserve the names of two kings 
along with two separate year dates; however, they all differ in both style and context. In a series 
of publications beginning in the late 1970’s R.D. Delia and W.J. Murnane began a debate over 
the legitimacy of these monuments, cementing a rift in the scholarship that is still present today. 
Delia was the first to seriously question whether the presence of two dates on a single 
monument necessitated two living kings who ruled simultaneously.243 This led both Delia and 
Murnane to evaluate a series of common royal epithets including, dj anx and mAa-xrw, which 
some scholars had used previously to distinguish a living king from one who was deceased.244 
Their conclusions indicate that the Egyptiand did not apply these designations universally, 
limiting their usefulness as criteria for determining a coregency.245  
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Delia also attempted to relate the double-dated monuments to the dating practices of 
the period, suggesting that since most Middle Kingdom private stelae were undated, it is 
possible that the dates did not refer to a single event.246 Murnane took an alternative approach, 
proposing that since most of the stelae that were dated contained a single date only, the best 
interpretation of the double-dates is that they too commemorated a single event.247 While many 
scholars have echoed Delia’s skepticism about the existence of coregencies during the 12th 
Dynasty248, the majority of scholars hold firm in their acceptance of the practice.249  
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62 n.2); Uphill (Discussions in Egyptology 49 (2001): 81-94); Favry, Sesostris Ier et le debut de la XIIe 
dynastie (2009), pp. 49-51; Lorand, “The Archetype of Kingship,” p. 205; Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la 
XIIe Dynastie, pp. 285-286.  
249 Including: Murnane (Coregnecies (1977); BES 3 (1981): 73-82); Barta (SAK 7 (1979): 1-9); Gitton (CdE 54 
(1979), p. 263); Eaton-Krauss (MDOG 112 (1980): 35-51; JSSEA 12 (1982), pp. 17-20); Vittmann (Enchoria 
11 (1982), pp. 129-131); Blumenthal (ZÄS 110 (1983): 104-121); Simpson (LÄ V, 1984, col. 890); von 
Beckerath (Hanbuch der agyptischen Konigsnamen (1984), p. 159; Or 62 (1993), p. 137; Chronolgie des 
agyptischer Neuen Reiches (1994), p. 42 n. 227); Berman (Amenemhet I, pp. 173-213); Krauss (Sothis- und 
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Additional support for coregency includes co-naming objects, such as scarabs, seals, 
stelae, etc. that preserve the names of two kings without any dates. Delia has dismissed these 
inscriptions, suggesting that they merely designated kings who ruled consecutively during the 
owner’s lifetime.250 He has compared the double-dated stelae to Cairo CG 20538, Cairo CG 
20691, Louvre C7, and London BM EA258, all of which record the names of two kings with no 
dates, indicating to him that they recorded the sovereigns the owners served during their 
lifetimes. He has stated that since many private inscriptions refer to all the kings the deceased 
served, it is not unusual to see two kings’ names listed on a single stela, what is uncommon is a 
double-date.251 He has cited several examples of private stelae or inscriptions that name two or 
more kings, in which it is clear that only one king was living at the time of the monument’s 
construction.252 He has equated these types of objects with the importance of royal ancestors 
during the 12th Dynasty and questioned why scholars favor coregency as an explanation for 
objects naming two successive kings, if no coregency was intended when a king associated 
                                                             
Monddaten (1985), p. 198); Lorton (Varia Aegyptiaca 2 (1986): 113-120); Posener (in Studies Edwards 
(1988), p. 75); Franke (Orientalia 57 (1988), pp. 113-138); Awadalla (GM 115 (1990), pp. 7-14); F. Arnold 
(The Control Notes and Team Marks (1990), pp. 30-31); Do. Arnold (MMJ 26 (1991), pp. 14, 18, 42-43); 
Jansen-Winkeln, (SAK 18 (1991), pp. 241-264), Theriault (JARCE 30 (1993), pp. 151-160), Wegner (JNES 55 
(1996): 249-279); Di. Arnold (The Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III at Dahshur (2002), pp. 116-117); 
Janosi (Sokar 8 (2004): 24-27). 
250 Delia, “A New Look,” p. 18.  
251 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 204-206. 
252 These include: BM 175 (HTBM II, pls. 1-2); a jamb from a tomb façade that lists three king’s names (P.E. 
Newberry, El Bersheh I (London: EEF, 1893-94), pl. V) and a series of biographical texts in which the name 
of the king appears in association with various phases of the owner’s life (P.E. Newberry, Beni Hasan I 
(London: EES, 1893), pls. XXV-XXVI); London BM 828 (HTBM II, pl. 21); Cairo CG 20518 (H. Lange and U. 
Schafer, Grab-und Denksteine des Mittleren Reiches im Museum von Kairo, NO. 20001-20708, vol. 1 
(Berlin: Reichsdruckerei, 1902), p. 113); Manchester 3306 (J. Garstang, El Arabah (London: B. Quartich, 
1901), pl. V, T.E. Peet, The Stela of Sebek-khu (Manchester: Sherratt & Huges, 1914); London BM 1236 
(HTBM IV, pl. 6); Berlin 1204 (AIB I, p. 172); Geneva D50 (Naville, “Une stela funeraire egyptienne,” 
Melanges de la societe auxiliaire du Musee, Geneve (1922): 1-8). 
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himself with a more remote ancestor.253 While it is true that co-naming inscriptions cannot 
themselves prove coregency, it is possible that they reflected co-rule. J. Wegner has suggested 
that the significance of co-naming objects only becomes clear when they are viewed in 
combination with the more direct data.254 Additional testimony for coregency, which will be 
explored in detail below, includes: single-dated monuments from the proposed period of co-
rule, architectural/archaeological evidence, and literary works. 
One of the earliest proponents of coregency, W.K. Simpson, was the first to examine the 
mechanics of co-rule during the 12th Dynasty.255  Based on the preponderance of single-dated 
monuments referencing the younger/junior partner, he proposed that once the junior king 
came to power, the elder/senior king went into a sort of retirement.256 Therefore, any 
monuments dated to him likely reflected a close personal bond between that king and his own 
officials. For Wegner, Simpson’s model offers the only explanation for the low visibility of 
coregency within the contemporary sources.257 He has suggested that, while generally inactive 
the senior king still had important roles related solely to his own reign and would have at least 
maintained a group of officials connected to his personal activities whose projects would have 
employed his own regnal years, such as his mortuary complex.258  
                                                             
253 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 228. As an example, he cites a stone slab from the Sinai 
that lists three successive 12th Dynasty kings (A.H. Gardiner, The Inscriptions of Sinai I (London, 1917), pl. 
XXI, no. 71; II, pp. 86-87). 
254 Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology,” p. 272. 
255 W.K. Simpson, “The Single-Dated Monuments of Sesostris I: An Aspect of the Institution of Coregency 
in the Twelfth Dynasty,” JNES 15 (1956): 214-219, p. 214.  
256 Simpson, “The Single-Dated Monuments,” p. 215. Delia disagrees with Simpson’s suggestion that the 
elder king enters into a semi-retirement, stating that it is contradictory to the internal evidence of the 
stelae and based upon the flawed assumption of a 10-year coregency between Amenemhet I and 
Senwosret I (Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 222). 
257 Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology,” p. 275. 
258 Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology,” pp. 275-276. 
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K. Jansen-Winkeln also agrees with Simpson, adding that one would expect the majority 
of monuments to date to the younger king, as he represented the future of the country.259 
Alternatively, E. Blumenthal has stated that while the theory and practice of coregency 
developed over time, the novelty wore off quickly; therefore, most monuments were simply 
dated to the junior king.260 Further, if the physical capabilities of the senior king had been 
compromised through old age, illness, or injury that would also help to explain the more 
dominant position of the junior ruler.  
Expanding on Simpson, Murnane proposed that the senior king requested that the 
junior king take the throne.261 In addition, while both kings were of equal status, it was the 
junior partner who engaged in the more vigorous tasks, such as military activities.262 W. Barta 
has cautioned that if both kings were equal at the time of the junior partner’s accession, than no 
official dating practices could have existed that favored one king over the other; therefore, a 
uniform, state-sanctioned method for recording coregency years that mentioned both rulers 
(i.e. the double-dated monuments) must have existed.263 According to Murnane, the differing 
circumstances of each coregency explain the variability in the status of the partners; in some 
cases one king was simply more dynamic than the other.264 Based on the private inscriptions of 
the period, he has concluded that no “rigid division of loyalties” existed between the two 
partners, indicating to him that all essential services and administration were taken care of from 
                                                             
259 K. Jansen-Winkeln, “Zu den Koregenzen der 12,” SAK 24 (1997): 115-135, p. 118. 
260 She has also proposed that the better-attested coregencies of the New Kingdom presuppose an older 
tradition. E. Blumenthal, “Die erste Koregenz der 12. Dynastie,” ZÄS 119 (1983): pp. 107-108, 109-110. 
261 Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 263. Von Beckerath agrees that it is the elder king who initiates the 
coregency: J. von Beckerath, “Die Chronologie der XII. Dynastie und das Problem der Behandlung 
gleichzeitiger Regierungen in der agyptischen Uberlieferung,” SAK 4 (1976): 45-57, p. 45. 
262 Murnane, Coregencies, p. 8. 
263 W. Barta, “Chronologie der 12. Dynastie nach den Angaben des Turiner Königspapyrus,” SAK 7 (1979): 
1-9, p. 2.  
264 Murnane, Coregencies, p. 255.  
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a single office.265 For Murnane, the informality of the practice, which allowed for a situational 
allocation of power, contributed greatly to its success.266 
To the contrary, P. Tallet has noted that all of the preserved double-dates emanate from 
the private sphere, leading him to suggest that they represent dates from the careers of stela 
owners under different sovereigns.267 Further, he has questioned Simpson’s analysis of the 
single-dated monuments, as it favors an interpretation that is not based on the bulk of the 
preserved evidence.268 
In order to further explore the practice of coregency and its relationship to the ideology 
of kingship during the Middle Kingdom, D. Lorton examined a series of texts that refer to 
coregency to identify any patterns in the terminology used to reference the older and younger 
coregents; these texts include: Sinue, The Instructions of Amenemhet I, Cairo Stela CG 20541, 
and the biography of Ankhu.269 He concluded that, because coregency had not existed prior to 
the 12th Dynasty, the terms used in relation to the younger king were the same as those 
normally applied to the prince or heir.270 While Lorton’s study is interesting, it underscores some 
of the difficulties in coming to terms with this evidence, namely, that there are no clear-cut texts 
spelling out the 12th Dynasty policy towards coregency. It is also problematic that the only 
documents available for such a study refer solely to the beginning of the dynasty. If coregency 
was truly a new concept, it is possible that the terminology evolved over time. Unfortunately, 
the known texts from the mid-late 12th Dynasty do not allow for such an investigation.  
                                                             
265 Murnane, Coregencies, p. 259. 
266 Murnane, Coregencies, p. 264. 
267 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 267.  
268 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 267. 
269 D. Lorton, “Terms of coregency in the Middle Kingdom,” Varia Aegyptiaca 2 (1986): 113-120. He admits 
that while four texts are a small sample, the evidence does help to establish norms of usage. 
270 Lorton, “Terms of coregency,” p. 116. 
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In theory, coregency served to cement the dynastic succession; however, C. Obsomer, 
has advocated that the concept was fundamentally at odds with traditional views of Egyptian 
kingship.271 Obsomer and others have stated that Egyptian royal doctrine indicates that only one 
pharaoh could exist at any given time, serving as the one living Horus.272 In order to deal with 
this perceived problem, Murnane proposed that the junior king took on the role of “Horus the 
protector of his Father,” while the elder king styled himself as a living Osiris.273 However, the 
work of A. Schaefer has revealed that the practice of coregency likely emerged during the First 
Intermediate Period, at a time when the dogma that only one divine king could exist had been 
rendered useless as a principle of legitimation.274 Further, Lorton has shown that the Egyptians 
recognized a multiplicity of Horuses distinguished by cult place or epithet.275 This is especially 
clear during the reign of Amenemhet III, with the rise to prominence of Horus-Shedty, in the 
Fayum.276 Since these represented manifestations of a single deity, they denote that more than 
one Horus functioned in the divine realm; therefore, more than one could have existed on earth.  
                                                             
271 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, p. 36.  
272 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, p. 36. Obsomer bases this opinion on a series of authors including: L.A. 
Christophe (ASAE 51 (1951), p. 371), whose work on the Ramesside period suggests that the king, who 
identified himself as Re, could not share the throne with the crown prince. In addition, while the latter 
could exercise all royal duties, he was forbidden to serve as sovereign until after the king’s death; J. von 
Beckerath (BiOr 36 (1979), col. 306), also agrees that the concept of two kings was at odds with Egyptian 
doctrines related to monarchy; A.J. Spalinger, (JARCE 16 (1979), p. 189) has stated that the religious 
conception of kingship, with the king representing Horus, the son of Osiris, stands against the possibility 
of two kings ruling simultaneously; finally, D.B. Redford, (JEA 69 (1983), p. 181) has proposed that since 
Horus follows Osiris, when the latter is dead and transfigured, two Horuses cannot occupy the throne 
together. 
273 Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 264. 
274 A. Schaefer, “Zur Entstehung der Mitregentschaft als Legitimationsprinzip von Herrschaft,” ZÄS 113 
(1986): 44-55. 
275 Lorton, “Terms of coregency,” p. 118. 
276 See Chapter Seven.  
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2.1.2 – The Chronology of the Middle Kingdom and the 39-Year Reign of Senwosret III 
 The issue of co-rule is bound to the analysis of the chronology of the 12th Dynasty. 
Before tackling the varied forms of evidence related to the existence of coregency, a short 
overview of the chronology of the period is necessary to better understand some scholars’ 
objections to the practice.277 W.F. Edgerton and R. Parker first developed the Standard 
Chronology (SC) of the Middle Kingdom in a series of articles published between 1942 and 1976, 
based on their examination of the Turin Canon (TC) and a series of regnal dates from the Illahun 
Papyri, which connected with the rising of Sothis and the lunar cycle.278 The TC records a total 
duration of 213 years, 1 month, and 15 (?) days for the 12th Dynasty. However, the poor 
preservation of Fr. 67, which records the reign lengths of Amenemhet II-Amenemhet III, has 
opened the door for multiple interpretations, leading to a division of scholars into two main 
groups: supporters of the High/Standard Chronology and supporters the Low Chronology. A 
                                                             
277 For more information on the absolute chronology of the Middle Kingdom see: R. Krauss, Sothis- und 
Monddaten: Studien zur astronomischen und technischen Chronologie Altägyptens, (Hildesheim: 
Gerstenberg, 1985); U. Luft, Die chronologische Fixierung des ägyptischen Mittleren Reiches nach dem 
Tempelarchiv von Illahun, (Vienna: Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschafter, 1992), U. Luft, 
“Remarks of a Philologist on Egyptian Chronology,” Ägypten und Levante 3 (1992): 109-114; A. Spalinger, 
Three Studies on Egyptian Feasts and The Chronological Implications, (Baltimore: Halgo, 1992); A. 
Spalinger, “Calendrical Comments,” Bibliotheca Orientalis 51 ( 1994): 5-20; L.E. Rose, “The Astronomical 
Evidence for Dating the End of the Middle Kingdom to the Early Second Millennium: A Reassessment,” 
JNES 53 (1994): 237-61; J. G. Read, “Placement of el-Lahun lunar dates and resulting chronology,” 
Discussions in Egyptology 33 (1995): 87-113; G. Greenberg, “Manetho’s Twelfth Dynasty and the Standard 
Chronology,” JSSEA 29 (2002): 58-73; T. Schneider, “The Relative Chronology of the Middle Kingdom and 
the Hyksos Period (Dyns. 12-17),” in E. Hornung, R. Krauss, and D.A. Warburton (eds.), Ancient Egyptian 
Chronology (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2006), pp. 168-196. 
278 W.F. Edgerton, “Chronology of the Twelfth Dynasty,” JNES 1 (1942): 307-314; R.A. Parker, “The Twelfth 
Dynasty,” Excursus C in The Calendars of Ancient Egypt, (Chicago: Oriental Institute, 1950), pp. 63-69; R.A. 
Parker, “The Sothic Dating of the Twelfth and Eighteenth Dynasties,” in Studies in Honor of George R. 
Huges, SAOC no. 39, (Chicago: 1976), pp. 177-89; W. Barta, “Chronologie der 12. Dynastie nach den 
Angaben des Turiner Königspapyrus,” SAK 7 (1979):1-3. 
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third, smaller group also exists, whose members do not accept the existence of coregencies and 
therefore propose a longer 12th Dynasty.279  
Proponents of the Low Chronology have argued that the main problem with the SC is its 
attribution of 19 years to Senwosret II and 36-39 years to Senwosret III.280 Firmly establishing 
the reign length of Senwosret III has been one of the major difficulties in coming to terms with 
the chronology of this period. Further complicating the issue is the fact that, until more recently, 
the last confirmed regnal date for Senwosret III was Year 19. In 1972, Simpson presented a 
series of observations, confirming for many that Amenemhet III Year 1 followed directly after 
Senwosret III Year 19.281 The first relates to a group of inscriptions from the Wadi Hammamat 
dated to Senwosret III Year 14 and Amenemhet III Year 3 concerning a particular team of 
officials.282 The SC (when viewed without coregency) would necessitate a 25-year gap between 
the visits described, making it virtually impossible for all of the same individuals to have been 
assembled.283 Based on the location of the inscriptions, G. Goyon originally proposed that they 
were only three or four years apart, signifying a coregency between the two kings.284 Simpson 
on the other hand, simply viewed the inscriptions as evidence of a shorter reign for Senwosret 
III.285  
                                                             
279 For the most recent overview of each of these groups see: Greenberg, “Manetho’s Twelfth Dynasty,” 
pp. 58-73. In addition, T. Schneider provides an overview of all the previous work related to the 
interpretation of TC fr. 67 in: Schneider, “The Relative Chronology of the Middle,” pp. 168-196. 
280 Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology,” p. 250. 
281 W.K. Simpson, “Studies in the Twelfth Egyptian Dynasty: I-II,” JARCE 2 (1963): 53-63, p. 62; Simpson, 
“Sesostris II,” in Lexikon der Agyptology, vol. 5, cols. 899-903; Simpson, “A Tomb Chapel Relief of the 
Reign of Amenemhet III and Some Observations of the Length of Reign of Sesostris III,” CdE 47 (1972): 45-
54, p. 45; This is also outlined in D. Franke, “Zur Chronologie des Mittleren Reiches (12.-18. Dynastie) Teil 
I: Die 12. Dynastie,” Orientalia 57 (1988): 113-38.  
282 G. Goyon, Nouvelles Inscritions Rupestres du Wadi Hammamat (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1957), p. 
22, Nos. 68, 69, 96, 81, and 70. 
283 Simpson, “A Tomb Chapel Relief,” p. 53.  
284 Goyon, Nouvelles Inscritions Rupestres du Wadi Hammamat, p. 22.  
285 Simpson, “A Tomb Chapel Relief,” p. 53.  
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 Simpson also cites pBeriln 10055286 one of the documents from the Illahun archive; a 
group of papyri consisting of temple documents and letters between various officials.287 U. Luft 
created the first detailed study of these texts and developed a relative chronology for dating the 
contents of the archive.288 The texts record a total of 40 usable lunar dates, 26 of which can be 
used for absolute dating based on known reign lengths; the remaining 14 are fitted into the 
chronological framework.289 In addition to the lunar data, there is also a prediction for a heliacal 
rising; it is the correlation of these two data sets that provide the suggested chronological 
sequence for the Middle Kingdom.  
pBerlin 10055 was originally attributed to Senwosret II and III.290  The text consists of a 
list of sacrificial deliveries to the Temple of Anubis-on-his-mountain in 4xm 4-n-wsrt mAa-xrw, 
which extends from Year 19 of one king to a Year 1 of another. Those who support the short 
reign, including Luft and Simpson, have suggested that the sequence represented Senwosret III 
and Amenemhet III.291 Luft has argued that the writer of the list would have made a mistake if 
he had already designated the location 4xm 4-n-wsrt as 4xm 4-n-wsrt mAa-xrw, since Senwosret 
                                                             
286 U. Kaplony-Heckel, Ägyptische Handschriften Teil 1 (Wiesbaden: F. Steiner, 1971), Cat. No. 43, p. 25, 
Tafel III.  
287 In 1899 the papyri from Illahun (now contained in Berlin) began to appear on the art market. That 
same year Borchardt’s excavations revealed that they most likely came from the dump next to the Valley 
Temple of Senwosret II at the site. L. Borchardt, “Der zweite Papyrusfund von Kahun und die zeitliche 
Restlegung des mittleren Reiches der ägyptischen Geschichte,” ZÄS 37 (1899): 89-122, pp. 89-90. 
288 U. Luft, “Illahunstudien, I: Zu der Chronologie und den Beamten in den Briefen aus Illahun,” Oikumene 
3 (1982): 101-156.  
289 R. Gautschy, “Monddaten aus dem Archiv von Illahun: Chronolgie des Mittleren Reiches,” ZÄS 138 
(2011): 1-19, p. 1.  
290 Borchardt, “Der zweite Papyrusfund,” p. 92. 
291 Obsomer, “Sesostris III et Amenemhat III: une succession royale avec ou sans coregence?” in T.A. Bacs 
(ed.), A Tribute to Excellence (Budapest: Studia Aegyptiaca XVII, 2002), pp. 373-392, p. 390. Based on the 
papyrus, von Beckerath definitely believes in coregency (von Beckerath, “Die Chronologie der XII. 
Dynastie,” p. 46). 
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II was still alive during the period in question.292 Simpson has touted the possible link between 
the Year 19 mentioned in the text and the last specifically documented regnal date of Senwosret 
III.293  
Simpson also examined the careers of several officials who lived under Senwosret III and 
Amenemhet III including Sobek-khu, Ikhernofret, and Sa-Setet. Sobek-khu was born in 
Amenemhet II Year 27, lived through the reign of Senwosret II, engaged in a military campaign 
under Senwosret III, and led a frontier patrol at Semna in Amenemhet III Year 9.294   The SC 
(when viewed without coregency) would have made him 69-years old at Semna. Both 
Ikhernofret (Cairo CG 20140) and Sa-Setet (Louvre C5) have stelae dating to Year 1 of 
Amenemhet III.295 Ikhernofret also has an undated stela (Berlin 1204), which likely came from 
his visit to Abydos in Senwosret III Year 19 and is referenced on the stela of Ameny (Geneva D 
50).296 Ameny served as the Overseer of the Cabinet of the Vizier’s Office and his stela was 
dedicated by his son Sa-Setet, the owner of Louvre C5. Year 19 is the last know regnal date 
specifically recorded for Senwosret III. The SC (again viewed without coregency) would 
necessitate a 17-year interval between the Year 19 visit to Abydos and the erection of the Cairo 
and Louvre stelae there in Amenemhet III Year 1, leading Simpson to argue for a shorter reign.297  
                                                             
292 U. Luft, “Das Archiv von Illahun und Sesostris III,” BiOr 40 (1983): 288-294, p. 292; Gautschy, 
“Monddaten aus dem Archiv von Illahun,” p. 16. 
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294 Simpson, “A Tomb Chapel Relief,” p. 52. 
295 Lange and Schafer, Grab-und Denksteine des MIttleren Reiches, pp. 165-66; A.J. Gayet, Musee du 
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to Abydos while the king was “overthrowing the wretched Kush” in his Year 19. A quay inscription from 
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Gayet, Musee du Louvre, pl. VIII-IX.  
297 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 248-249 
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Simpson’s study ultimately influenced many to conclude that Senwosret III had ruled for 
19 years only and was succeeded immediately thereafter by his son, Amenemhet III. Those who 
accept the 19-year reign have proposed that either the TC was incorrect298 or in need of 
emendation.299  The primary proponents of the Low Chronology, J. von Beckerath and R. Krauss, 
have constructed two differing timelines based on the location of the Sothic observance 
recorded in Senwosret III, Year 7.300  Von Beckerath’s chronology, which became the most 
widely accepted, shortens the length of the 12th Dynasty by approximately 23 years.301 In 1988, 
in an effort to resolve the discrepancies between the sum total given in the TC and the regnal 
dates preserved in the contemporary documentation, D. Franke surveyed all the dated 12th 
Dynasty monuments known at that time.302 Based on the available evidence, he found in favor 
of coregency and determined that the TC had doubled the regnal years of each king during 
periods of co-rule. He also suggested that while mistakes existed, the reign lengths of the 
individual kings as recorded in the TC and Manetho were accurate.303 However, he too accepted 
a 19-year reign for Senwosret III. 
Tallet has suggested that if the reign of Senwosret III had varied considerably beyond 
the last clearly preserved regnal year, it would be astonishing to have no direct witness to it; 
                                                             
298 Franke, “Zur Chronologie des Mittleren Reiches,” pp. 122-129; von Beckerath, “Die Chronologie der XII. 
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however, he has also noted there is no recorded evidence dated to that king’s Years 1-4 
either.304 In order to resolve this issue he, like Simpson, has looked to the careers of civil 
servants dating to Senwosret III and Amenemhet III, which he agrees offer proof of a short reign, 
these include the Wadi Hammamat inscriptions, the stelae from Abydos, and pBerlin 10055. He 
has also stated that it is unlikely Senwosret II ruled for 19-years as his highest attested date is 
Year 8.305 
In order resolve the discrepancies with the TC Tallet has suggested that the copyist 
inverted the dates of certain sovereigns, due to the resemblance of their coronation names.306 
As a result, after the reign of Amenemhet I, the copyist would have recorded the reigns of 
Senwosret I, II, and III, then those of Amenemhet II, III, and IV.307 According to Tallet, when 
viewed in this light, the numbers could find some coherence in the contemporary 
documentation of the dynasty. His interpretation of the TC is as follows: Amenemhet I [2]9 
years, Senwosret I 45 years, Senwosret II 10+x years, Senwosret III 19 years, Amenemhet II 30+x 
years, Amenemhet III 40+x years, Amenemhet IV 9 years, Nefrusobek 3 years. While this 
explanation is as plausible as any, a more straightforward reading of the text aligns with the full 
corpus of evidence discussed below.  
In light of more recent findings, Wegner and others have rejected the short reign in 
favor of a 39-year period of rule.308 Primary support for the long reign includes the likely Sed-
Festival of Senwosret III, which signifies that he reigned for at least 30 years.309 Evidence of the 
                                                             
304 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 25.  
305 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 26.  
306 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 26. 
307 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 26. 
308 Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology,” p. 263. 
309 During the Middle Kingdom all rulers who reigned for 30 years or more celebrated a Sed-Festival, with 
the exception of Amenemhet II. Simpson, “Studies in the Twelfth Egyptian Dynasty: I-II,” p. 63. 
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celebration is preserved on a lintel from the temple of Montu at Medamoud, which depicts 
Senwosret III seated in the double Sed-Festival pavilion.310 While there are no texts preserved in 
association with the Medamoud scene, an almost identical representation on a lintel from 
Bubastis depicts Amenemhet III celebrating a true Jubilee.311 Di. Arnold’s work at the pyramid 
complex of Senwosret III at Dahshur corroborates this interpretation.312 Excavations at the 
South Temple exposed a number of fragments illustrating the Sed-Festival of Senwosret III, 
including one with the text ‘zp tpy Hb-sd,’ confirming that the festival actually took place.313 It 
would be interesting to evaluate whether or not the Dahshur complex was reorganized to 
reflect the Sed-Festival of Senwosret III, transforming it into a ritual palace and complex like that 
of Amenhotep III at Malqata. 
Simpson has also cited the reliefs at the Semna temple of Thutmose III, which he has 
proposed portrayed Senwosret III as the patron of the Sed-Festival, demonstrating that he did 
indeed celebrate the rite.314 Obsomer objects to the notion that a Jubilee implies a reign of 30 
years or more.315 He has stated that in the absence of a precise date, the assumption that the 
rite occurred in Year 30 is hypothetical, since different dates are known for other kings. 
                                                             
310 Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology,” p. 263. For a full overview of the lintel, Cairo (JE 56497), see: R. 
Cottevieille-Giraudet, Medamoud, les monument du Moyen Empire, (Cairo: IFAO, 1933), pl. 4 and E. 
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312 Di. Arnold, The Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III at Dahshur, (New York: MMA, 2002). 
313 D. Arnold and A. Oppenheim, “Reexcavating the Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III at Dahshur,” KMT 
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71 
 
However, as Simpson has noted, the evidence specific to the 12th Dynasty seems to indicate a 
clear pattern during that period.316 
The architectural development of the funerary complexes of Senwosret III and his son 
provide the most compelling support for a long reign (Fig. 1). The archaeological remains at the 
Dahshur complex of Senwosret III reveal a complicated construction process consisting of 
multiple phases, including at least one major and several minor revisions.317 Understanding 
these phases is critical to gaining a deeper understanding of the chronology of late 12th Dynasty. 
The original layout of the Dahshur complex of Senwosret III had a square design, roughly in line 
with the standard elements of the earlier 12th Dynasty complexes.318 Following this initial 
construction a series of additions and enlargements occurred.319 Two control notes, one dating 
to Year 2 and the other to Year 6 or 9, suggest that work at the site began early in the king’s 
reign.320 Arnold has estimated that the initial period of construction spanned 12-15 years, and 
included the underground apartments, pyramid, pyramid temple, and enclosure walls. The 
pyramid complex of Amenemhet III at Dahshur also followed a square plan and its royal funerary 
                                                             
316 See also P. O’Mara, “Dating the Sed-Festival: Was There Only a Single Model?” GM 136 (1993): 57-70 – 
who has suggested that from the reign of Nebheptre Mentuhotep on, the personal 30-year jubilee was 
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317 The Metropolitan Museum of Art began extensive excavations at the site in 1990; the following 
analysis derives primarily from the publication of their first nine seasons of work at the site: Di. Arnold, 
The Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III at Dahshur, (New York: MMA, 2002). See also: Di. Arnold, A. 
Oppenheim, and I. Stunkel, “Le Complexe Pyramidal de Sesostris III a Dahchour,” in F. Morfoisse and G. 
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318 Di. Arnold, The Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III, p. 19.  
319 The following sequence comes from: Di. Arnold, The Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III, pp. 116-117.  
320  F. Arnold has defined a control note as an inscription written on an undressed building stone during its 
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evidence for the length of the reign of Senwosret III?” GM 129 (1992): p. 27; F. Arnold, The Control Notes 
and Team Marks (New York: MMA, 1990), p. 14. For more information of the control note system see: 
Arnold, The Control Notes and Team Marks, pp. 19-20. 
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apartments represent a further development of those seen in the Dahshur complex of his 
father, indicating that the complex of Senwosret III was still in its original form at its time of 
construction.  
At an unknown date, following the design of Amenemhet III’s complex at Dahshur, a 
series of additions began at the complex of Senwosret III that included the construction of the 
South Temple. An additional control note, dated to Year 30 of an unknown king and attributed 
archaeologically to Senwosret III, demonstrates that construction continued there until late in 
the king’s reign.321 Di. Arnold has proposed that at that time it had become necessary to 
construct additional queens’ tombs, as the first pyramid of Amenemhet III had already been 
deemed unusable. Royal women were buried at the Dahshur complex of Senwosret III 
throughout the reign of Amenemhet III; however, the absence of the mutilated hieroglyphs that 
were typical of the end of the reign of the latter suggests that those additions were completed 
prior to that time. 
After the addition of the South Temple of Senwosret III at Dahshur, Amenemhet III 
abandoned his own complex at the site and began work at Hawara. Arnold has dated 
construction at Hawara after the renovations of Senwosret III as there are many parallels to the 
developments seen in the South Temple.322 Based on slight differences in the building methods 
and style of the relief decoration, Arnold has proposed that several years separated the 
construction of the original Senwosret III complex and the building of the South Temple. He has 
suggested that this sequence of development indicates a lengthy coregency between these two 
                                                             
321 The note comes from the gallery of the princesses and preserves a date of Year 30. The date appears 
on the undressed upper surface of a limestone block from the sloping corridor leading down to the burials 
in the lower gallery. The block was not original to the corridor; it replaced an earlier block that workers 
removed during the reroofing of the upper gallery. F. Arnold, “New evidence” p. 28. 
322 Di. Arnold, The Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III, p. 119. 
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rulers. F. Arnold, who has studied all the control notes from Dahshur, agrees that the best 
explanation for all of the data is a long coregency, in which Amenemhet III Year 1 followed just 















































The fourth player in this developmental sequence is the funerary complex of Senwosret 
III at South Abydos. The archaeological evidence from that site indicates an extended period of 
construction, which included the mortuary temple, the area of the tomb itself, and an 
associated town site.323 Due to the intricacy of the tomb, Wegner has suggested that 
construction began there several years in advance of the rest of the site. He has proposed that 
work began late in Senwosret III Year 19 and extended into the reign of Amenemhet III.324  
Excavations have uncovered two key groups of evidence that help to fix the developments at 
South Abydos within the chronology of this period.  
First, is a series of six relief fragments from the mortuary temple of Senwosret III 
preserving elements of the titulary of his son, whose carving style is indistinguishable from the 
rest of the remains.325 One fragment, AS.684, even juxtaposes the prenomina of these two 
rulers. These fragments indicate that Amenemhet III played an integral role in the decorative 
program of the building and may have been crowned king prior to its completion.326 Wegner has 
also cited the well-known Ikhernofret commission, in Year 19 of Senwosret III, as an indicator of 
the possible establishment of the South Abydos complex.327 He has suggested that royal interest 
in the site may have peaked at that time and the long-term presence of a series of royal officials 
there may have provided the context for a deeper exploration of the area. 
The second piece of relevant data is a control note dated to Year 39 of an unknown king. 
The inscription comes from the 1994 season of the Pennsylvania-Yale expedition to South 
Abydos and records the activities of a group of workmen involved in the transportation and 
                                                             
323 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III at Abydos, p. 35.  
324 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III at Abydos, p. 36.  
325 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III at Abydos, p. 169.  
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delivery of limestone destined for the mortuary temple of Senwosret III.328 While it is possible 
that the stone containing the inscription was reused from the reign of Senwosret I, the style of 
the Hieratic differs from that typically used for control notes dating to his reign.329 It is also 
possible that the Year 39 refers to Amenemhet III, and while it seems highly unlikely that 
construction of the temple would have lasted for roughly 40 years,330 it is possible that the 
inscription related to some other aspect of the functioning of the cult of Senwosret III after his 
death. 
The text comes from a previously unexcavated depositional context linked to the period 
of mortuary temple’s construction.331 The associated debris consisted primarily of limestone 
chips and flakes from the cutting and dressing of the temple masonry, and also included 
fragments of plaster, ceramics, mud-brick, and three late 12th Dynasty scarab seals.332 Based on 
the archaeological context of the block, Wegner dated the note to the construction of the 
mortuary temple and has suggested that since the complex related to the mortuary cult of 
Senwosret III, it is unlikely that its construction would have occurred so late in the reign of his 
successor.333  
The contents of the deposit support Wegner’s date of Senwosret III, Year 39.334 The 
preserved ceramic fragments include neck-jars and beer jars containing the same white gypsum 
plaster used as mortar in the construction of the stone sections of the mortuary temple and 
                                                             
328 Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology,” pp. 251, 255. The closest examples, paleographically, date 
from the reigns of Senwosret II to Amenemhet III.  
329 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III at Abydos, p. 37. 
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hemispherical drinking cups corresponding to the range common for the reign of Senwosret 
III.335 Wegner has dated the vessels to the period ranging from late Senwosret III to early 
Amenemhet III.336 Obsomer, the primary opponent of coregency, has questioned Wegner’s 
ability to date the pottery to Senwosret III specifically, given the proposed 20-year overlap in 
their reigns. 337 He has also called into question the level of the deposit itself and its relationship 
to the original construction of the temple.338 
Wegner has also advocated that the relief and statuary fragments excavated during the 
1994 season provide evidence for the long reign.339 Following the stylistic progression proposed 
by C. Aldred (“Some Royal Portraits”), Wegner has attempted to date sculptural fragments from 
the site to late in the reign of Senwosret III, suggesting that the physical development reflected 
in the statuary depicted a range of ages that suggest Senwosret III reigned for approximately 
four decades, not less than two.340  However, current evidence seems to indicate that this 
interpretation does not accurately reflect the development of the artistic style of Senwosret III – 
although it is likely that the Abydos fragments come from late in the reign.341 In addition, 
Wegner has indicated that the relief fragments discovered reveal that the temple was finished 
rapidly, either just before, or after the king’s death.342  
Wegner has proposed that the Year 39 control note was the product of royal 
administrative officials responsible for organizing and directing construction on the mortuary 
                                                             
335 For more on the development and chronological significance of hemispherical cups see: Do. Arnold 
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temple and if Senwosret III was the head of this project, the officials in his inner circle may have 
continued to use his regnal years, instead of those of Amenemhet III, as was common during a 
coregency.343 According to Obsomer, if Senwosret had lived past his Year 19 something must 
have physically weakened him, causing him to abruptly retire, prematurely344 - a scenario that is 
entirely possible given the king’s noted military record. 
Obsomer remains unconvinced that the text dates to Senwosret III, as accepting a 39-
year reign would work against his nullification of the practice of coregency during the 12th 
Dynasty. He has suggested that without a geological analysis of the stone from the mortuary 
temple and that from the debris, it is impossible to confirm that the two were from the same 
core used in the original construction of the building.345 Ultimately he concludes that, regardless 
of the archaeological/geological context, it would still be possible that the note dated to 
Amenemhet III or that it was reused. Furthermore, the acceptance of this coregency would 
mean that in this circumstance the junior partner did not wait until the death of his father to 
begin his mortuary complex, contradicting the proposal that Senwosret I did not begin his 
complex at Lisht until his Year 10 because his father was still living.346 Obsomer has also argued 
that the Amenemhet II control note from Lisht-North dating to a Year 1 argues against the 
dating of the senior king’s complex using his own regnal years.347 His final critique is that 
acceptance of a Year 39 for Senwosret III would call into question the work of Krauss and 
Franke, who have suggested that the 30+x years recorded in the TC actually referred to 
Amenemhet II and the 19 Years to Senwosret III, altering the sum total of 213 years for the 
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dynasty.348 However, the acceptance of coregency eliminates any chronological problems that 
arise in relation to the long reign.  
Tallet has also addressed the control notes from Dahshur and South Abydos and has 
concluded in both cases that the absence of a royal name casts significant doubt on the 
proposed chronological implications.349  He has also observed that it is certain that work 
continued in the Dahshur complex long after the reign of Senwosret III, as the area where the 
note was found functioned as a cemetery for the royal family. Regarding the Abydos note, he, 
like Obsomer does not find any of Wegner’s argumentation convincing. He has also discounted 
Simpson’s view of the dated inscriptions and his theory as to the roles of both coregents – a 
theory, he has noted, has yet to be proven.350 Tallet assumes a 19-year reign for Senwosret III 
and has cited the presence of Ikhernofret at precisely this time, suggesting that he could have 
played a key role in the king’s funerary processes;351 however, as previously discussed, a number 
of explanations are possible. 
In summary, the remains at the Dahshur complex of Senwosret III indicate that 
construction began early in his reign, with its first iteration mirroring the style of previous 12th 
Dynasty rulers. Next, after the coronation of Amenemhet III, that king designed his own Dahshur 
complex continuing the same early 12th Dynasty tradition. Sometime soon after the original 
layout of the Dahshur complex of Amenemhet III, building was renewed at the pyramid of 
Senwosret III and several new developments occurred, including the construction of the South 
Temple. In addition, the initiation of the South Abydos complex of Senwosret III likely occurred 
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in that king’s Year 19. Finally, Amenemhet III abandoned his complex at Dahshur for a new 
funerary establishment at Hawara, incorporating elements of both the South Temple from 
Dahshur and the tomb of Senwosret III at South Abydos.352 Based on the similarity of the 
underground components of the South Abydos and Hawara tombs, it is clear that the 
developments seen at Hawara are a direct result of the techniques used in the South Abydos 
tomb.353 The royal sarcophagi of the period also echo this developmental sequence.354 This 
progression is contingent upon a 19-year sole reign for Senwosret III and an extended period of 
coregency. 
Recent analysis conducted by astronomer R. Gautschy355 has called into question some 
of the data presented above and necessitates a re-examination of the previously accepted 
Middle Kingdom timelines. Her work is focused specifically on reevaluating the dates contained 
in the Illahun papyri using more up-to-date practices. Her calculations indicate that the lunar 
data from Illahun can only support a sole reign of 30 years for Senwosret III, stating categorically 
that the data rule out the possibility of a 19-year period of rule.356  While the epigraphic 
evidence presented above preserves dates of Year 30 and Year 39 for Senwosret III, the best fit 
for the lunar data is a term of either 30 or 55 years, which would mean a 9-year coregency 
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between Sesostris III and Amenemhet III, if the assignment of the Abydos control note is 
correct.357 For Gautschy, such a period would be in accordance with the reign length recorded in 
the TC and with the dates of the Wagi Feast and the helical rising of Sirius from the Illahun 
archive.358 However, this is not entirely the case, as the TC indicates of reign of 30+[x] years, 
which implies a reign of over 30 years. 
It is important to stress that this shift in the chronology would not rule out a lengthy 
period of co-rule. Additional evidence in favor of coregency comes from an evaluation of the 
writing style present in the Illahun archive, which Luft and others have used to date various 
texts.359 During the reign of Senwosret III, both a small squat style and a more slender style 
existed; it is possible these two styles were contemporaneous as both also appear in the first 
decade of the reign of Amenemhet III. However, once dated texts reappear in Amenemhet III’s 
year 24 a new distinctive style emerges that marks the later phases of his reign. Unfortunately, it 
is difficult to pinpoint the precise moment of transition, as there are no reliably recorded dates 
for Amenemhet III’s years 9-24. Further, the known dated texts seem to fall in line with 
Simpson’s observation that the Egyptians generally dated things to the younger king, as all of 
the preserved dates from the period of co-rule fall under Amenemhet III.360 Unfortunately, the 
possible absence of information clouds this assessment; however, it is still an important 
observation.  
Gautschy has also attempted to counter the claims of Simpson and others who have 
suggested a 19-year reign/sole-reign for Senwosret III. She notes that the often-cited officials 
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could easily have been different persons of the same name, arguing against Luft and others who 
have concluded that they are the same individuals.361 She does not take into account the 
Ikhernofret commission stelae, which also indicate a Year 19/Year 1 transfer. Gautschy’s new 
chronology would mean a roughly 10-year gap between Ikhernofret’s visit and the 
commissioning of his monument. Further, she fails to address the lack of dates from the last 10 
years of Senwosret III’s sole reign, as the last known regnal date mentioned is his Year 19.  
Gautschy also alters the previously shortened reign length of Senwosret II, allotting him 
a total of 19 years. Her arguments revolve around the dating of pBerlin 10055, which Borchardt 
originally attributed to Senwosret II and III362  and Luft and Simpson dated to Senwosret and 
Amenemhet III.363 The use of pBerlin 10055 is rather complicated, as the transfer of power 
seems to correspond precisely to the beginning of the calendar year, something that would be 
statistically unlikely. This turn of events suggests that either the transfer was initiated 
purposefully (i.e. coregency) or that the document simplified the precise reign length of the first 
king, which would have been 19-years + x number of months and days.364 Tallet has proposed 
that the text was most likely the retroactive compilation of notes made by an official responsible 
for accounting. In order to simplify these notes, the scribe could have changed the dating to the 
new year, giving the new ruler the last moments of his predecessor's reign or vice versa – 
therefore, based on the last preserved regnal year of Senwosret II, he agrees with Luft and 
Simpson that the text refers to Senwosret III and Amenemhet III.  
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The fragment consists of a list of sacrifices that begin in Year 19, IIII Peret 1, and end in 
Year 1, II Peret 30. The scribe should have correctly designated the place as 4xm 4-n-wsrt mAa-
xrw only if Senwosret II had died between I Akhet 1 and II Peret 30 of the current year. Since 
Borchardt proposed that Sesostris II likely died on IIII Peret 14, as several documents from 
Illahun refer to that day as the Feast of the "Ascent to Heaven," this would make the designation 
present in the text an error.365 However, Gautschy has argued that this festival most likely did 
not mark the actual day of the king’s death, but his funeral.366 Therefore, if one takes seventy 
days from the feast day IIII Peret 14, one gets II Peret 4 as the approximate date of death of 
Sesostris II, a date that would have occurred before the list on pBerlin 10055, making the scribe 
correct in noting Year 1 in the place of 4xm 4-n-wsrt mAa-xrw. In addition, the TC notes a total of 
19 years for Senwosret II, even though epigraphic evidence is only preserved up to Year 9. While 
her argumentation is sound, these additional 10 years further complicate the chronological 
picture (Figs. 2-3). 




Amenemhet I [x]9 30 30 (19 sole) 30 
Senwosret I 45 44 45 (42 sole) 45 
Amenemhet II 10+x or 30+x 35 35 (32 sole) 35 
Senwosret II 19 8/19 19 8/9 
Senwosret III 30+x 19/39 30 39 
Amenemhet III 40+x 45 45 46 
Amenemhet IV 9 yrs., 30 mos., 27 days 6 9 9/10 
Sobekneferu 3 yrs., 10 mos., 24 days  3 3 
Total Duration 213 yrs., 1 mo., 16 days  199 181 
 
Fig. 2 – Relative timeline supported by the most current evidence 
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A.I 1991-1962 1938-1908 1976-1947 1983-1954 1987-1958 1991/2002 1984/1995 
S.I 1971-1028 1918-1875 1956-1911/10 1954-1910 1958-1913 1972/1982 1965/1976 
A.II 1929-1895 1876-1842 1914-1879/76 1913-1878 1913-1879 1926/1937 1923/1934 
S.II 1897-1879 1844-1837 1882-1872 1881-1872 1879-1872 1891/1902 1891/1902 
S.III 1878-1843 1836-1818 1872-1853/2 1872-1854 1872-1854 1872/1883 1891/1883 
A.III 1842-1797 1818-1770 1853-1806/5 1853-1808 1863-1808 1842/1853 1842/1853 
A.IV 1798-1790 1770-1760 1807/6-1798/7 1808-1799 1808-1799 1798/1809 1797/1808 
S. 1789-1786 1760-1756 1798/7-1794/3 1799-1795 1799-1795 1789/1800 1789/1800 
Total  206 183 183 189 193 187 199 
 
Fig. 3 – Proposed absolute chronologies of the period 
 
In her conclusions Gautschy has outlined two possible absolute dating schemes (Fig. 3) 
based on the preserved date for the rising of Sirius in Year 7 of Senwosret III: the first assumes a 
Year 1 start date of 1872 BC for Senwosret III and the other a start date of 1883.376 With a start 
date of 1872 BC, Gautschy was able to reproduce 82.5% of the lunar data correctly vs. 72.5% 
with the second date.377 Ultimately she determines that the lunar data are better described by 
the first date, while the Sirius observation fits better with the second. Concerns regarding the 
absolute chronology of the dynasty are not as important for this study as Gautschy’s arguments 
                                                             
369 Parker, Calendars, p. 69. 
370 Krauss, Sothis und Monddaten, p. 207. 
371 J. von Beckerath, Chronologie des pharaonischen Agypten (Mainz: von Zabern, 1977), p. 134. 
372 D. Franke, Das Heiligtum des Heqaib (Heidelberg: Orientverlag, 1994), p. XIII. 
373 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, p. 155.  
374 Gautschy, “Monddaten,” p. 18. Gautschy only provides start dates for each king; she does not address 
coregency in terms of her absolute dates. The two dates listed reflect her Options 3 and 4 – 3 is best for 
the lunar data, while 4 works best with the Sothic rising; she has concluded that it is not possible to 
determine which is correct at this time. 
375 Gautschy, “Lunar and Sothic data,” p. 130. Here again Gautschy has only provided a start date, but she 
does factor in coregencies for Amenemhet I/Senwosret I, Senwosret I/Amenemhet II, and Amenemhet 
II/Senwosret II. The two dates listed reflect her Options 1 and 2 – 1 is best for the lunar data, while 2 
works best with the Sothic rising; she has concluded that it is not possible to determine which is correct at 
this time. It is unclear why these two options are not in exact alignment with those given in the article 
referenced above, both of which were published in 2011.  
376 These are Gautschy’s Option 3 and 4.  
377 Gautschy, “Monddaten,” p. 17. 
84 
 
related to the reign length of Senwosret III and what they mean for the proposed period of co-
rule between Senwosret III and his son. 
Swiss statistician P.J. Huber has echoed Gautschy’s assessment of the data.378 He has 
looked at the work of von Beckerath,379 Krauss,380 and Gautschy – three authors who reached 
three different conclusions while working from the same data. Their work revealed, for him, one 
of the key problems in the use of astronomical data, namely the various possibilities for 
interpreting the texts.381 For example, von Beckerath assumes a 19-year reign for Senwosret III 
and uses a total of 11 lunar dates; Krauss uses 21 dates and only in four instances do they align 
with any of the dates proposed by von Beckerath.382 While Huber ultimately concludes that 
Gautschy’s data and analysis are the most reliable, he does acknowledge the “poor fit” of the 
resulting dates.383 He has suggested that this may be the result of the “loose interpretation” of 
the moon data by Egyptian priests and/or the possibility of a prefixed festival date without the 
occurrence of an actual observation day – underlining yet another problem with the reliability of 
these dates. While Gautschy’s analysis is very up-to-date, the use of astronomical data is 
complicated, and even she has acknowledged several additional issues, which include debates 
over the start of day and the cyclical nature of lunar dates.384 Further, the lack of general 
consensus on virtually all of the reign lengths/periods of co-rule in the 12th Dynasty, especially 
                                                             
378 P.J. Huber, “The astronomical basis of Egyptian chronology of the second millennium BC,” Journal of 
Egyptian History 4/2 (2011): 172-227. 
379 J. von Beckerath, Chronologie des pharaonischen Ägypten: die Zeitbestimmung der ägyptischen 
Geschichte von der Vorzeit bis 332. v.Chr. (Mainz am Rhein: von Zabern, 1997), pp. 50-51.  
380 R. Krauss, “Lunar Dates,” in Hornung, Krauss, and Warburton (eds.) Ancient Egyptian Chronology 
(Leiden, Boston: Brill, 2006), pp. 395-434, pp. 424-427. 
381 Huber, “The astronomical basis of Egyptian chronology,” pp. 212-215.  
382 His examination of the above authors led Huber to discover that von Beckerath’s list is riddled with 
modern errors, while Krauss and Gautschy generally agree expect for a few small errors caused by the 
assumed reign length of Senwosret III. 
383 Huber, “The astronomical basis of Egyptian chronology,” p. 220.  
384 Gautschy, “Lunar Observations,” pp. 505-506. 
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for the period ranging from Senwosret II to Amenemhet III, is also problematic. For many, these 
variables have decreased the reliability of Pre-Saite astronomical data in providing consistent 
dates. 
Krauss has re-examined the work of Gautschy and Huber, and has noted that the “best 
fit” in terms of the astronomical data may differ from the chronology that is historically 
correct.385 Krauss stresses his disagreement with these authors’ assumption that the Sothic 
observance occurred around Memphis or Lahun in Year 7 of Senwosret III, a conclusion that is at 
odds with his own work.386 His subsequent review of the lunar data is essentially an exercise in 
exploring how slight changes in the variables discussed above can greatly affect the dating of a 
single text, which in turn may affect others. While he acknowledges this scientific validity of 
Gautschy’s processes, he casts doubt on the reliability of lunar data in general.387 
Difficulties arise when trying to reconcile Gautschy’s suggested relative chronology with 
the dates recorded in the TC (Figs.2-3). She does not address how the assignment of 19 years to 
Senwosret II and 30 years to Senwosret III affects the total of 213 years listed. Since she has 
considered the reign lengths provided to be a valid guide, she should also attempt to reconcile 
her data with the year total given. Gautschy assumes a sum total of 199 years for the 12th 
Dynasty, after subtracting the known years of coregency; however, she also allots the full 
number of years (45) for Amenemhet III, taking no account of an (at least) 9-year coregency she 
has also acknowledged.388 Due to modern inconsistencies in our knowledge of Middle Kingdom 
Egyptian astronomical practices I think it is best, at this point, not to rely solely on such data to 
                                                             
385 R.K. Krauss, “Die neuen MR-Chronoligien von Gautschy und Huber: gleich annehmen oder noch 
abwarten?,” JSSEA 39 (2012-2014): 41-51. 
386 Krauss, “Die neuen MR-Chronoligien,” p. 41. 
387 Krauss, “Die neuen MR-Chronoligien,” p. 48. 
388 Gautschy, “Lunar and Sothic data,” p. 59. 
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reconstruct the chronology of the period. While a 30-year sole reign might be the “best fit” for 
the astronomical data, a 19-year period fits best with the archaeological/epigraphic data and 
with the previous analysis of the reign lengths given in the TC. 
 Total Reign With Predecessor Sole Rule With Successor 
Amenemhet I 30 n/a 20 10 
Senwosret I 45 10 32-33 2-3  
Amenemhet II 35 2-3 29-30 3 
Senwosret II 8/9/19 3 5/6/16 0 
Senwosret III 39 0 19 20 
Amenemhet III 46 20 25 1 
Amenemhet IV 10 1 9 0 
Sobeknefru 3 0 3 n/a 
Total Duration 181/190 years  
 
Fig. 4 – Breakdown of each reign indicating periods of sole rule vs. coregency 
 
When viewed as a unit, the TC, the contemporary documentation, and the archaeology 
of the period all favor of a long reign for Senwosret III consisting of 39 years in total with a 19- 
year period of sole-rule. Even if one chooses to accept Gautschy’s conclusions at face value the 
evidence available denies the possibility that Senwosret III ruled for 19 years before dying and 
handing the country over to his son. The following sections will examine in detail the issues and 
evidence related to each proposed coregency dating to the 12th Dynasty. It is important to 
understand, as fully as possible, the mechanics of coregency during this period in order to 
determine what effect, if any, it may have had on the statuary of Senwosret III.  
2.2 – The Evidence   
2.2.1 – Amenemhet I and Senwosret I 
For many, the validity of the concept of coregency during the 12th Dynasty rests on that 
of Amenemhet I and his son, Senwosret I. This first potential coregency is the best documented 
and most intensely debated of the dynasty. The evidence includes a double-dated stela, a series 
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of single dates, several co-naming objects, and literary references. The stela of Antef, from 
Abydos, is the earliest of the three double-dated monuments (Fig. 5).389 It preserves the dates 
Amenemhet I, Year 30 and Senwosret I, Year 10, leading many to propose a 10-year coregency 
between the two.390 The two dates appear in the stela’s  lunette framing a central ankh-sign and 
read: “Year 30 under the majesty of the King of Upper and Lower Egypt Sehetepibre, living 
forever” and “Year 10 under the majesty of the King of Upper and Lower Egypt Kheperkare, 
living forever.” The main inscription contains basic funerary formulae only and does not mention 
either king.391 The primary point of contention centers on the use of the term rnpt to denote the 






Fig. 5 – The Stela of Antef (Cairo CG 20516) 
 
 
 As an alternative to coregency, Delia has proposed that the dates are autobiographical, 
referencing the time the owner served each king.392 However, even if one accepts Delia’s 
                                                             
389 Cairo CG 20516. Lange and Schafer, Grab- und Denksteine des Mittleren Reichs, pp. 108-111; Obsomer, 
Sésostris Ier, fig. 1, doc. 25. 
390 A. Mariette was the first to suggest coregency after examining the dates on the stela. A. Mariette, 
Notice des principaux monuments exposes dans les galleries provisoires du Musee d’antiquites 
egyptiennes de S.A. la Vice-Roi a Boulaq, 2ne edition (Alexandrie: Imp. Francaise Moures, Rey, 1864), pp. 
74-75; Catalogue general des monuments d’Abydos (Paris: Imp. Nat., 1880), pp. 104-105 (n. 558); Abydos, 
II (Paris: Imp. Nat., 1880), pl. 22.  
391 The text reads: rnpt 30 xr Hm n anx nsw bit SHtp-jb-ra anx Dt and rnpt 10 xr Hm n (anx) nsw bit xpr-kA-
re anx-Dt. 
392 Delia, “A New Look,” pp. 20-21. Helck agrees with Delia’s assessment. W. Helck, “Schwachstellen der 
Chronologie-Diskussion,” GM 67 (1983): 43-46. 
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interpretation, it does not rule out a period of overlap.393 Murnane has suggested that the scribe 
used rnpt as a deliberate abbreviation, in order to fit the entire line into the small space 
available, but there are no other examples of such an occurrence.394 He has argued further, that 
in every case where a date appears at the top of a stela, prior to the main text, that date 
represents a regnal year, not a totality of years served.395 Moreover, Franke has noted that the 
stages in an official’s career were always expressed in the narrative context of the main 
inscription, not outside it, therefore the years on the lunette were never considered a 
biographical statement, but likely shared their date with the creation of the monument.396  
Moreover, the main body of Cairo CG 20516 does not contain any biographical information 
outside of the owner’s name and titles; any other inscriptions that specified years of service to a 
specific king did so in a contiguous biographical text.397 Franke has also highlighted the 
antithetical arrangement of the names/dates around the central ankh-sign, which further 
emphasizes the correlation between the two names and dates. 
Obsomer has discounted this interpretation based on what he terms the misspelling of 
rnpt for rnpt-zp not once, but twice.398 He has further stated that since the layout of the stela is 
without parallel, it is possible the design of the dates may have reflected the taste of the owner. 
Both Obsomer and Blumenthal have concluded that while the stela does not offer proof that a 
coregency existed, it cannot argue against it.399 E. Uphill has stated that since this was a private 
                                                             
393 Berman, Amenemhet I, p. 174. 
394 Murnane, “In Defense of the Middle Kingdom,” pp. 77-78; Delia, “Doubts about Double,” pp. 55-56. 
395 Murnane, “In Defense of the Middle Kingdom,” pp. 77-78. 
396 Franke, “Zur Chronologie des Mittleren Reiches,” p. 115. These statements are echoed in: Jansen-
Winkeln, “Zu den Koregenzen der 12,” p. 122. 
397 Jansen-Winkeln, “Zu den Koregenzen der 12,” p. 122.  
398 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, p. 53.  
399 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, p. 54; Blumenthal, “Die erste Koregenz der 12. Dynastie,” p. 108. 
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inscription, it cannot prove anything about co-rule as it only related to the events described by 
the owner.400 He has suggested that Antef’s father died in Year 30 of one king and then he 
erected his monument in Year 10 of another; although it is unclear how he makes this 
assessment. Until more is known about Middle Kingdom dating practices it is hard to make a 
definitive statement, however, at this point the preponderance of evidence seems to indicate 
that the date at the top of a stela recorded the regnal year of the current king or, in this case, 
kings. 
The next line of evidence is a series of co-naming stelae. The first in this group is Louvre 
C1 (Fig. 6), the stela of Nesmontu, which lists the names of both kings along with a single 
date.401 The date appears at the top of the stela and reads: rnpt-zp [2]4 Abd 4 n smw xr Hm n, 
followed first by the titulary of Amenemhet I and then that of Senwosret I.402 Obsomer has 
divided the stela into two distinct sections.403 The first consists of nine lines and describes the 
military actions of the stela’s owner, while the next 15 lines compose the main text, which 
includes the autobiography of the deceased and the htp-dj-nsw. One of the most important 





                                                             
400 Uphill, “The question of pharaonic co-regency,” p. 85. 
401 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, fig. 3, doc. 34. 
402 The date of this stela is often restored as [2]4, based on the assumption of a 10-year coregency. (Delia, 
A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 190-191). The restoration of [2]4 years is the only way to account 
for the presence of the titulary of Senwosret I (Berman, Amenemhet I, p. 174). 











Fig. 6 – The Stela of Nesmontu (Louvre C1) 
 
 
Delia, Helck, Graefe, and Obsomer have all rejected this stela as evidence for coregency, 
based primarily on the fact that it only contains a single date.404 Delia has attributed the x+4 
date to Senwosret I and has suggested that the reference to Amenemhet I was honorary; 
however, he fails to explain why the titulary of Amenemhet I would have proceeded that of 
Senwosret I.405 Based on paleography, Helck has dated the stela to Amenemhet I, Year 8, which 
he has proposed as the birthdate of Nesumontu.406 He has also suggested that the titulary of 
Senwosret I represented the second king whom the deceased had served, and he explains the 
use of the pronoun .sn as making reference to two kings who served in succession.  Obsomer 
rejects Helck’s interpretation, since in all three of Helck’s additional examples the birth date 
occurs within the body of the text and is proceeded by the phrase msy.j. In addition, the titulary 
                                                             
404 For a detailed overview of their arguments and the issues with this date see: Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, 
pp. 57-76. Jansen-Winkeln and Simpson have cautioned that a single date does not preclude coregency. 
Jansen-Winkeln, “Zu den Koregenzen der 12,” p. 123; Simpson, “The Single-Dated Monuments of Sesostris 
I.” 
405 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 219-220; “Doubts about Double Dates,” pp. 61-62. 
406 Helck, “Schwachstellen der Chronologie-Diskussion,” p. 45. Helck has also proposed that Cairo CG 
20518, RILN 27, and ANOC 69.1 also recorded birthdates.  
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of Amenemhet I would have had to serve double duty in this interpretation, first as part of the 












Fig. 7 – Cairo JE 5905 and Heqaib Stela No. 11 
 
Graefe has suggested that the two titularies represented an example of Type B (sA) 
filiation, a mode of expression common in Middle Kingdom private inscriptions.407 While there 
are no examples of two names conflated under a single date, Obsomer has used Cairo JE 59505 
(Fig. 7), JE 59487, and Stela No. 11 from the sanctuary of Heqaib (Fig. 7) to illustrate that two 
names did appear together with no date.  Stela no. 11408 is very poorly preserved; only three 
horizontal lines of text remain, which include the throne names of Amenemhet I and Senwosret 
I each introduced by zA Ra. According to Obsomer, the use of the singular suffix pronoun .f and 
the presence of zA Ra in the place of nswt-bjtj indicate that this text expressed Type B filiation. 
                                                             
407 Graefe, Keine Mitregentschaft in MR ?, pp. 10-11.  
408 L. Habachi, The Sanctuary of Heqaib (Mainz: von Zabern, 1985), p. 39, pl. 26b.  
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However, Blumenthal and others have questioned this proposal, as the Egyptians did not 
normally apply this type of filiation to kings.409   
To Obsomer, Cairo JE 59505 and Cairo JE 59487 also represented Type B filiation. The 
first410 is a badly weathered stela from the quarries north-west of Abu Simbel that preserves an 
inscription of three vertical columns reading, “Son of Re, Amenemhet, given life forever, Son of 
Re, Senwosret…King of Upper [and Lower] Egypt, Kheperkare.”411 Delia has disregarded the 
inscription as evidence, as it is not possible to tell definitively if the stela refers to Amenemhet I 
and Senwosret I specifically.412 Cairo JE 59487 also mentions the “Son of Re Amenemhet” and 
the “Son of Re Senwosret.”413 Based on these three stelae, Obsomer concludes that the type of 
filiation common in private inscriptions of the Middle Kingdom was indeed present on Louvre 
C1.414 He has also indicated that the use of the pronoun .sn makes sense, when referring to two 
kings who succeeded one another.415 However, if the text was indeed an expression of filiation, 
then it really only referred to one king, not two. Further, the use of the singular suffix pronoun .f 
on Heqaib Stela No. 11 argues against Obsomer’s interpretation.  In his final critique of the 
traditional interpretation of Louvre C1, Obsomer has dated the stela prior to Year 8 of 
Senwosret I based on a comparison with Louvre C3, the stela of Mery.416  
                                                             
409 Blumenthal, “Die erste Koregenz der 12. Dynastie,” p. 108; Berman, Amenemhet I, p. 106; K. Jansen-
Winkeln, “Das Attentat auf Amenemhat I. und die erste ägyptische Koregentschaft,” SAK 18 (1991): 241-
264, p. 247.  
410 R. Englebach, “The Quarries of the Western Nubian Desert,” ASAE 33 (1933): 70-71; Murnane, 
Coregencies, p. 2; Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, fig. 7, doc. 128. 
411 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 195-196 
412 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 226. Murnane also agrees that the inscription is too 
damaged to offer any real information, and Simpson does not even include the inscription in, “The Single-
dated Monuments of Sesostris I.” Murnane, Coregencies, p. 2. 
413 Berman, Amenemhet I, p. 195.  
414 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, p. 67. 
415 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, p. 65 n. 71. 
416 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, pp. 76-81. 
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In addition to the inscriptions discussed above there is a series of monuments that date 
solely to the reigns of either Amenemhet I or Senwosret I, but fall within the proposed period of 
co-rule; there are four single-dates for Amenemhet I417 and thirteen for Senwosret I.418 L. 
Berman has advocated that seven of the single-dated inscriptions from the site of Wadi el-
Girgawi indicate that the reigns of these two kings overlapped.419 Inscription No. 4 dates to 
Amenemhet I, Year 29 and inscription No. 64 has been assigned to Amenemhet I on the basis of 
No. 4. These two inscriptions are located next to inscription nos. 11, 57-59, and 65, which all 
date to Year 9 of an unnamed king; this group has been assigned to Senwosret I, the only other 
                                                             
417 Cairo Stela RT 22/10/48/20 from Khatana, dating to Year 20 [+x] (Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, doc. 57); 
graffito from Aswan dated to Year 23 (J. de Morgan et al. Catalogue des monuments et inscriptions I, p. 
34, n. 81; Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, doc. 63; Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 3). Murnane reads the date as Year 
22, but in de Morgan’s drawing Year 23 is clearly written. PM V, p. 248 also reads Year 23.); London UC 
10712, a stela dated to Year 28 and attributed to Amenemhet I (Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, doc. 186); and a 
graffito from Korosko dated to Year 29 (Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 3; H. Brugsch, “Die Negertamme der 
Una-Inschrift,” ZAS 20 (1882), p. 30; T. Save-Soderbergh, Agypten und Nubien (Lund, 1941), p. 16; 
Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, doc. 97).  
418 Year 1: Aswan Graffito (Petrie, A Season in Egypt (1887), pl. X, No. 271; Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 3). 
Year 2: Wadi Hammamat Insc. (Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 3; Goyon, Nouvelles inscriptions rupestres du 
Wadi Hammamat, pp. 89-90, No. 67.). Year 3: pBerlin 3029, the Berlin Leather Roll (Murnane, 
Coregnecies, p. 3; A. de Buck, “The Building Inscription of the Berlin Leather Roll,” Studia aegyptiaca I 
(1938): 48-57; H. Goedicke, “The Berlin Leather Roll (P Berlin 3029),” in Festschrift zum 150 jährigen 
Bestehen des Berliner Ägyptischen Museums (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1974), pp. 87-104.); Year 5: Buhen 
Stela EES 882 (H.S. Smith, The Fortress of Buhen. The Inscriptions (London: EES, 1976), pp. 13-14, 16, pl. 
LIX.3; Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, doc. 133); Buhen Stela Philadelphia E 10995 (Smith, The Fortress of Buhen, 
pl. LXXII.3; D. Randall-MacIver et. al., Buhen (Philadelphia: University Museum, 1911), p. 81; Obsomer, 
Sésostris Ier, doc. 143); Abydos Stela, now lost (F. Lenormant, Catalogue d’une collection d’antiquites 
egyptiennes, (Paris: Maulde et Renou, 1857), no. 14; Simpson, Terrace, p. 27 no. 6); Year 7: Cairo CG 
20518, the Stela of Khnumnakht (Lange and Schafer, Grab- und Denksteine des Mittleren Reichs im 
Museum von Kairo, II (Berlin: Reichsdruckerei, 1908), pp. 113-114; Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 3); Year 
4+[4?]: Louvre C1, the stela of Nesumontu (Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, fig. 3, doc. 34). Year 9: Louvre C2, the 
Stela of Hor (Gayet, Musee du Louvre: stelas de la XIIe Dynastie, pl. II; Simpson, Terrace, pl. 44; Murnane, 
Coregnecies, p. 4; Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, doc. 35); Louvre C3, the Stela of Mery (Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 
4; Gayet, Musee du Louvre: stelas de la XIIe Dynastie, pl. II-III; P. Vernus, “La Stela C 3 du Louvre,” RdE 25 
(1973): 217-234; Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, doc. 36); Leiden V.2, the stela of Imy-hat (P.A. Boeser, 
Beschreibung der aegyptischen Sammlund des Niederlandischen Reichsmuseums der Altertumer in Leiden 
II (Leiden: M. Nijhoff, 1909), p. 4, pl. VI; Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 4; Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, doc. 30); Year 
10: CG 20026, the stela of Dedou-Sobek (Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 4; Lange and Schafer, I, pp. 33-34, and 
II 105-108; Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, doc. 22); CG 20515, the stela of Nakht (Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 4; 
Lange and Schafer, I, pp. 33-34, and II pp. 105-108; Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, doc. 24). 
419 Berman, Amenemhet I, pp. 174-175.  
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ruler whose name is attested at the site. The close proximity of all the inscriptions indicates that 
they were carved over a short period of time, thereby serving as an “indirect method of double 
dating.”420 
Obsomer has emphasized the conflict between the presence of such a large number of 
single dates and the idea of co-rule.421 However, as discussed above, there are many ways to 
explain the presence of both single and double-dates. Obsomer has proposed that two of the 
single-dated stelae from Abydos, Louvre C2 and Cairo CG 20518, offer definitive proof that 
coregencies did not exist.422 The stela of Hor (Louvre C2, Fig. 8)423 dates to Senwosret I, Year 9 
and lists Amenemhet I as one of the gods in the offering formula. While the text does not 
mention any activities performed under either king, it twice notes nb.f, in the singular.424 In 
addition, for both Obsomer and Delia, Hor’s position as Inspector of the Prophets of the Pyramid 
of Amenemhet I signifies that the king was deceased prior to Senwosret I, Year 9.425 However, 
Berman has examined the various circumstances in which the name of a king appears as a god 
and has concluded that such instances did not relate to the king’s status as living or deceased, 




                                                             
420 Berman, Amenemhet I, p. 174.  
421 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, p. 105.  
422 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, pp. 107-112. 
423 Gayet, Musee du Louvre, pl. II; W.K. Simpson, The Terrace of the Great God at Abydos (New Haven: 
Peabody Museum of Natural History, 1974), pl. 44; Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 4. 
424 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 192-193. 
425 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 222-223; Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, pp. 111-112. 
426 Berman, Amenemhet I, pp. 179-180. Examples include: Snefru at Dahshur and Sinai, Senwosret III in 
Nubia, Amenemhet III in the Fayum and in this case Amenemhet I at Lisht and in the Eastern Delta, and 















Fig. 8 – The Stela of Hor (Louvre C2) and the Stela of Khnumnakht (Cairo CG 20518) 
 
Obsomer has suggested further that Cairo CG 20518 (Fig. 8), the stela of Khnumnakht, 
confirms his theory that Amenemhet I was in fact deceased.427 The stela dates to Senwosret I, 
Year 7 and names both Amenemhet I and Senwosret I. The inscription begins, “Year 7 under the 
Majesty of the King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Kheperkare, may he live forever and ever. I was 
born in Year 1 of the son of Re, Amenemhet, the Good God, Sehetepibre, justified forever.” The 
text mentions Amenemhet I only in reference to the owner’s birth, and neither king is 
mentioned further in the text. According to Delia, a “strict interpretation” of the term mAa-xrw 
would mean that Amenemhet I was dead, but such epithets are not always conclusive.428 Since 
Delia has rejected the Antef stela as a double-date, this object must date to the sole reign of 
Senwosret I. It is interesting that Delia and Obsomer, who have both called into question the use 
                                                             
427 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, p. 107-112. 
428 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 221-221. For more on the significance of this term see 
above, n. 4. 
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of epithets related to the status of the king, use one such epithet in this case as “definitive 
proof” that Amenemhet I was deceased.429  
The text also lists Amenemhet I among the gods in the htp-dj-nsw formula, which many 
scholars have contended argues against coregency. However, the stela owner was a priest at the 
mortuary temple of Amenemhet I, which could explain why the king was included. Jansen-
Winkeln has proposed that the date preserved, and the actual manufacturing of the stela were 
several years apart, and the date corresponded to a special time in the owner’s life, such as a 
trip to Abydos.430 Unfortunately, until more is known about Egyptian dating practices much of 
the epigraphic evidence remains open to interpretation. 
Some scholars have suggested that a seated group statue from Serabit el-Khadim (Cairo 
JE 38263) also provides evidence for coregency. The statue depicts a group of four seated kings 
including Senwosret I, Amenemhet I, Mentuhotep II, and Sankhkare.431 However, Delia found 
the statue inconclusive as two of the kings were clearly deceased at the time of its construction 
and all four were referred to using the same epithet.432 Murnane has also conceded that since 
there are no preserved dates, it is possible that this object was merely commemorative.433 
There is also significant architectural/archaeological evidence in favor of co-rule. An ink 
inscription from a block found on the west side of the pyramid of Amenemhet I at Lisht 
preserves a date of Year 1 of an unnamed king.434 While it would be easy to assume the text 
dated to the founding of the site in Amenemhet I, Year 1, Do. Arnold’s work at Thebes indicates 
                                                             
429 See above discussion of the epithets dj-anx and mAa-xrw in n. 4.  
430 Jansen-Winkeln, “Zu den Koregenzen der 12,” p. 127. 
431 Gardiner, Sinai I, pl. XXII (no. 70); II, p. 86; Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 5; Delia, A Study of the Reign of 
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that Amenemhet did not move immediately to his new capital.435 Therefore, it is most likely that 
the Year 1 actually referred to Senwosret I, indicating that the funerary complex of Amenemhet 
I at Lisht was in its initial phases when his son came to the throne.436  
In addition, the excavations at the Lisht North funerary temple of Amenemhet I 
uncovered a series of inscribed blocks that juxtapose the titulary and figures of both kings – the 










Fig. 9 – Blocks from Lisht (New York MMA 08.200.9, 09.180.113, and 08.200.10) 
 
 
Supporters of coregency, including Simpson and Berman, have argued that the scenes depicting 
the two kings facing one another as well as the designation of Senwosret I as nsw Ds.f indicate 
that the two were ruling simultaneously.438 In addition, the use of nsw Ds.f, led Murnane to 
                                                             
435 Arnold, “Amenemhet I,” pp. 5-48. 
436 Arnold, “Amenemhet I,” p. 16.  
437 J.E. Gautier and G. Jequier, Memoires sur les fouilles de Licht (MIFAO IV, 1902), pp. 94-97; Obsomer, 
Sésostris Ier, fig. 113. For an inventory of the blocks see: W.C. Hayes, Scepter of Egypt I (New York: MMA, 
1953), p. 174 and Berman, Amenemhet I, p. 181.  
438 Simpson, “The Single-Dated Monuments,” pp. 218-219; Berman, Amenemhet I, pp. 185, 191-192. 
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suggest that Senwosret I was personally involved with the dedication of the temple.439 Delia and 
Obsomer have cautioned that the presence of the term does not imply that the two kings acted 
in unison, as it could have been carved after the death of Amenemhet I.440 However, 
archaeologists uncovered this group of blocks reused in the foundations of the substructure of 
the pyramid, indicating that they dated earlier than the death of the king. Based on her 
evaluation of the blocks along with additional material from the reign of Amenemhet I, Do. 
Arnold has also concluded that the reliefs dated to the period of coregency.441 
 A lintel from Lisht, Cairo JE 31878 (Fig. 10), preserves two antithetical scenes depicting 
Amenemhet I and Senwosret I interacting with one another.442 The two scenes show Senwosret 
I, wearing the khat headdress and presenting offerings to Amenemhet I, who stands facing him 
wearing the red, and presumably white crowns respectively.443 Murnane, Eaton-Krauss, Berman, 
and Simpson have all suggested that the images indicate co-rule.444 Alternatively, Obsomer has 
proposed that they illustrate the divinization of Amenemhet I, which would have been normal at 
his funerary temple.445 M. Eaton-Krauss has stated that the iconography presents Amenemhet I 
in the role of a god before his son, echoing Berman’s view that the living Amenemhet I was 
viewed as a god at Lisht.446 Further, these inscriptions indicate that Amenemhet I received the 
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446 Berman, Amenemhet I, p. 183. 
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epithet mAa-xrw as a sign of special respect, invoking his status as a god due to his role as the 
senior partner in the coregency, and distinguishing his elevated status over that of his son.447 
Berman does acknowledge that it is also possible the reliefs were completed after the death of 









Fig. 10 – Lisht Lintel (Cairo JE 31878) 
  
 
Additional testimony derives from a series of control notes uncovered at the pyramid 
complex of Senwosret I at Lisht South.448 Based on his analysis of these notes, F. Arnold has 
proposed that Senwosret I did not begin his funerary complex until his Year 10. Since most kings 
began their mortuary complexes as soon as possible, Jansen-Winkeln proposed that Senwosret I 
was unable to begin his complex until the death of his father, in his Year 10 – indicating a 
roughly 10-year coregency between the two.449 However, Delia has rightly asserted that there 
are no known rules as to when kings began their funerary complexes during the 12th Dynasty.450 
In fact, the construction sequence from the reigns Senwosret III and Amenemhet III indicates 
                                                             
447 Berman, Amenemhet I, p. 183.  
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that two living kings could be at work on their funerary complexes simultaneously. Therefore, in 
this case, the notes offer little hard evidence one way or the other.  
Additional relief fragments depicting the two kings come from their temple at Coptos.451 
London UC 14785 preserves part of a scene depicting Amenemhet wearing the white crown and 
offering to Min, and UC 14786 depicts Senwosret I in the red crown, also offering to Min. 
Murnane was the first to propose that these fragments expressed coregency. However, the 
second relief depicted the Sed-Festival of Senwosret I, which was celebrated in his Year 31; 
therefore, it could not have been contemporary with the depiction of Amenemhet I from the 
first fragment.452 Further, the reliefs were found reused and differences in style indicate that 
they were carved at different times.453 It seems that unless more fragments come to light, the 
evidence from Coptos is also inconclusive. 
The final architectural element is a lintel from Heliopolis (Fig. 11), three fragments of 
which were discovered in Cairo in June of 1987.454 The text preserved refers to both as King of 
Upper and Lower Egypt and using the epithet dj anx Dt, which led A. Awadalla to conclude in 
favor of the proposed 10-year coregency.455 Obsomer has questioned the purpose of the text, as 
it was common for architectural inscriptions to record both the building’s founder and the living 
king.456 However, Jansen-Winkeln contends that in this case, both kings were treated as living 
equals.457 Therefore, while this inscription may be problematic, it should not be dismissed.  
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Fig. 11 – Heliopolis Lintel 
 
The most controversial evidence involves two literary texts that likely date to the early 
12th Dynasty. The first, and most important, is The Instructions of Amenemhet I.458 Like much of 
the evidence already presented; scholars have used the Instructions to argue both for and 
against coregency. Supporters of coregency, including Simpson, Berman, and Jansen-Winkeln, 
have suggested that the assassination attempt described in the text was not successful and view 
the document as a justification for the practice of coregency.459 Jansen-Winkeln has also pointed 
out that the text refers to itself as ‘wpt mAat’ or “creating a new law,” in this case, the principle 
of coregency.460 
                                                             
458 For a detailed critique of the text and its relationship to coregency see: Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, pp. 112-
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Others such as Obsomer, Grimal, and Helck believe that the attack was successful and 
Amenemhet I was killed before he was able to put the coregency into practice.461 This group 
views the story of Sinue, which will be discussed below, as additional confirmation that the king 
did in fact die prior to the establishment of co-rule. Regardless of the outcome of the attack, 
Delia has pointed out that the text is clear that the “event” took place before Amenemhet had 
“bequeathed” the throne to Senwosret I.462 Further, Blumenthal has suggested that after 10 
years, it would have been too late to introduce a new piece of propaganda, but Jansen-Winkeln 
has countered that the document was concerned with the long-term effectiveness of the 
practice.463  
The main problems with interpreting this text are the unknown context and the 
controversial nature of the contemporary evidence for coregency.464 Blumenthal has suggested 
that the assassination attempt resulted over conflict related to the new coregency and to the 
uncertainties it caused in the balance of power. 465  She has theorized that Senwosret I wanted 
more power, so the Instructions were composed to remove any suspicion of patricide, thus 
providing him with the posthumous approval of his father and extoling the benefits of coregency 
in order to guarantee its survival in the future.466 She has suggested further that coregency was 
the only way for Senwosret I to deal with this critical situation. 
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Helck views texts such as the Instructions and the Loyalist Teachings as propaganda 
intended to the re-mythologize the state and cast the central government in a favorable light.467 
He has suggested that the lack of private stelae dating to the early 12th Dynasty and the use of 
the king’s regnal years indicates that some may have rejected the new course of the 
government. He has proposed that this resistance culminated in an assassination attempt on the 
king’s life, just prior to his Year 30 jubilee, a time when he would have been at his most 
vulnerable.468 Unfortunately for the attackers, Senwosret I was in place to secure the dynastic 
succession. Helck concludes that while people had become disenfranchised with the royalist 
party, they were ultimately unable to overthrow the government. Alternatively, H. Goedicke has 
stated that, “the notion of literature as political propaganda in a modern sense is a fantasy 
without a basis in reality,” because the possibilities for dissemination of the texts were such that 
no real propagandistic impact was possible.469 
C.A. Thériault has offered one of the most elaborate views of the text.470  She believes 
the text favors Amenemhet I, and has suggested that it represented his attempt to “attain a 
higher order of truth.”471 She does not believe that the text portrayed the assassination of 
Amenemhet I, as there are no explicit references to him dying at the hand of his assailants.472 
The only evidence for his demise is the use of the epithet mAa xrw; however, on Ostracon OIC 
13636 it also appears after the name of Senwosret I, indicating that the text was copied after 
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the deaths of both of these kings.473 Thériault has offered the following hypothesis.474 
Amenemhet I, a usurper himself, realized his son’s rule would be challenged and planned to 
place him as coregent. Nearing the last decade of his reign, he was the victim of a plot in the 
palace, which wounded him. This frightened the king, as he had not yet announced his plan for a 
coregency. A public ratification of this policy was critical and after that event the coregency 
went into effect, lasting until his death in his Year 30. It was during that 10-year period that this 
apologia for Senwosret was composed, which was distributed after the death of Amenemhet I.  
Thériault has suggested that scholars view the text as poetry, linking the concept of 
coregency with the fulfillment of the Osiris myth – here the elder Osiris and the younger Horus 
rule together.475 She points out that the text warns to “not trust a brother,” i.e. Seth, stating 
that, “like Osiris, Amenemhet must look to his son…for the political means to continue his 
rule.”476 She has stated further that “The Osirian cycle functions as a mythic backdrop to the 
events of the Instruction, and serves to reinforce Amenemhet’s, and hence Senwosret’s, 
legitimacy to rule.”477 It draws the listener’s mind to the vindication of Osiris and Horus’ 
inheritance of the throne, while envisioning Amenemhet and Senwosret in the roles of those 
two gods. The variety of interpretations offered just in the above overview underscores the 
problem with trying to use a literary text as a historical document.  
Those who oppose coregency suppose that the tale of Sinue echoes the death narrative 
in the Teachings of Amenemhet I and confirms that no coregency existed at the time of the 
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king’s death.478 However, Jansen-Winkeln has proposed that at the time the story was set, 
Senwosret I had already been crowned king.479 At the start of the story, Sinue is serving in the 
Harem of Senwosret I and already has a close relationship with the royal family and children, 
who recognize him upon his return. In addition, the fact that Senwosret I is out on a military 
campaign fits in with the proposed roles of the senior and junior kings during a coregency. 
Jansen-Winkeln has suggested that it is possible Amenemhet died a peaceful death, and Sinue 
and The Teachings of Amenemhet I were not connected.480 He has cautioned that if the 
conspirators were from the inner circle, they would have known how close the army was and 
realized it was not the right time for a coup. Furthermore, if Senwosret I had suspected a 
usurper, why would he have left the army behind while he returned alone to the king? Jansen-
Winkeln ultimately concludes that Sinue was merely misled by his heart and an error in hearing. 
Delia is right when he warns against looking for historical truths in literary works.481 
However, he too is guilty of using the texts to discount coregency. Murnane has suggested the 
literature of the Middle Kingdom is useful to reconstruct the cultural milieu that inspired the 
first attested coregency. Ultimately he concludes that the texts reflected two plots against the 
king, the first, detailed in the Instructions, prompted the king to elevate his son as coregent, and 
the second, in Sinue, finally succeeded in killing him.482 Based on the number of single-dated vs. 
double-dated monuments, Delia does not believe that the contemporary documentation proves 
the existence of a coregency.483 Further, he has suggested that the attribution of these and 
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other texts are inconclusive and any association of the two rulers was likely for the purposes of 
strengthening the continuity of kingship.484 However, viewed in light of the archaeological 
evidence and that from the dynasty as a whole, it appears that coregency was a key feature of 
the 12th Dynasty political landscape. 
2.2.2 – Senwosret I and Amenemhet II 
The evidence dating to the reigns of Senwosret I and Amenemhet II is much more 
limited and consists of one double-date and eleven single-dates. The Stela of Wepwawet (Leiden 
V.4, Fig. 12)485 provides a date of Senwosret I Year 44, Amenemhet II Year 2. The two names 
appear on the stela along the molding of a cavetto cornice, flanking a shared, off center ankh 










Fig. 12 – The Stela of Wepwawet (Leiden V.4) 
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The main inscription lists the titles of the deceased and mentions that Senwosret I appointed 
him to several positions; it does not refer to Amenemhet II. Helck and Franke have suggested 
that this, the first coregency, was established in order to avoid the problems expressed in The 
Teachings of Amenemhet I, but Delia has again suggested that the dates referred to 
Wepwawet’s service under each king.487 Delia has also noted that the unusual location of the 
names and dates in relation to the cavetto cornice may indicate that the dates were added 
later.488 Murnane has related the shift to spacing, suggesting that a simple synchronism is still 
the best way to view the data.489 De Rouge and Lepsius also took the presence of both dates 
under the stela’s cornice as a mark of their equivalence.490 
Obsomer agrees with Delia that the dates reflect the stela owner’s biographical data; 
however, he has proposed that the Year 2 date referred to the creation of the stela and the Year 
44 to the owner’s appointment to office.491 Uphill has also rejected the double-date and has 
offered a third explanation, suggesting that the two dates mentioned did not fall within the 
same calendar year.492 Jansen-Winkeln has argued against such interpretations, reasserting that 
textual elements outside of the main inscription referred to the monument itself, not the life of 
the owner.493 He has stated further that the antithetical position of the kings’ names denoted a 
joint government.494 Franke also agrees that the arrangement of the names suggests co-rule.495  
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There are eleven single-dated monuments from this period, three from Senwosret I496 
and eight from Amenemhet II.497 While Obsomer has found that all single-dates argue against 
coregency, he has highlighted Cairo CG 20541 and London BM 828 as the strongest evidence in 
this case.498 The Stela of Amenemhet (Cairo CG 20541), dates to Amenemhet II, Year 2 and 
preserves an account of the owner’s career. According to Obsomer, the text clearly references 
the accession of Amenemhet II and uses the term jnpw to designate Amenemhet II. Murnane 
has suggested this term referred to the younger coregent, while Obsomer and others have 
related it to the crown prince.499 The stela of Sa-Montu (London BM 828) is dated to 
Amenemhet II, Year 3. The text is purely biographical and recounts the owner’s birth and youth 
under Amenemhet I and his career under Senwosret I, but does not mention Amenemhet II.500 
Delia and Obsomer have both concluded that the epithet, swDA m Htp indicates that Senwosret I 
was deceased by at least Year 3 of Amenemhet II.501 However, based on the large number of 
single-dated monuments from Year 3 of Amenemhet II, Franke has suggested that all the 
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monuments dated to that year served to commemorate the installation of Amenemhet II as sole 
ruler, similar to the Year 10 monuments of Senwosret I.502 Unfortunately there is no way to 
prove categorically that this was the case. Yet again we are left with a dilemma, in which 
acceptance of coregency is tied to acceptance of the double-date.  
2.2.3 – Amenemhet II and Senwosret II 
 Amenemhet II and Senwosret II are the last rulers whose proposed coregency is marked 
by a double-date. The Stela of Hapu (Fig. 13) from Aswan preserves a date of Amenemhet II, 
Year 35 and Senwosret II, Year 3.503 The dates appear within the lunette below a winged sun disk 
and reads, “Made in Year 3 under the majesty of Horus sSm tSwy, which corresponds to Year 35 
under the majesty of Horus Hkn m mAat. The trusty seal bearer Hapu came in order to inspect the 
fortresses of Wawat.” The prenomina of both kings also appears, flanking the main text. Much 
of the discussion surrounding this stela centers on the use of the word xft, as this is the only 








                                                             
502 Franke, “Zur Chronologie des Mittleren Reiches,” p. 117.  
503 Young, Hieroglyphics, pl. 61; de Rouge, Revue Archeologique, p. 572; Lepsuis, Über die zwölfte, p. 447; 
Lepsius, Denkmaler II, 123e; Morgan et al. Catalogue des monuments et inscriptions, p. 25, no. 178; PM V, 
p. 247; Breasted, Ancient Records of Egypt I, p. 278; Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 7. 
















Fig. 13 – Stela of Hapu 
 
According to Delia and Uphill, the term signifies an agreement between two elements, 
but not necessarily equality.505 Delia has suggested that it denoted a correspondence of 
situations, which may or may not have taken place at the same time. In the case of the Hapu 
inscription, it indicated that something was made (ir) in Year 3 of Senwosret II, and an activity 
was preformed (the inspection of the fortresses) in Year 35 of Amenemhet II.506 In this situation, 
the term reflects the relationship between those two activities. He has suggested that when 
Hapu performed the task under Senwosret II he thought it worthy of commemorating, since he 
                                                             
505 Delia, “A New Look,” pp. 24-25; Uphill, “The question of pharaonic co-regency,” p. 86. 
506 Delia, “A New Look,” pp. 26-27; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 217. 
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had completed the same duty under Amenemhet II. Alternatively, Graefe and Obsomer have 
suggested that the stela was conceived of in Year 35 and then executed in Year 3.507 Conversely, 
Murnane has proposed that the relationship expressed using xft was between the dates, not the 
ensuing actions.508 While human error is possible, a literal reading of the texts lends itself to this 
more traditional interpretation.509 Jansen-Winkeln agrees with Murnane and has suggested that 
the use of xft, in this case is irrefutable evidence in favor of coregency.510  
Additional documentation from this proposed period of coregency includes three single-
dated monuments referring to Senwosret II.511  
2.2.4 – Senwosret II and Senwosret III 
Beginning with Senwosret II/III there are no longer any preserved double-dates; 
however, many scholars have assumed some form of coregency based on the pattern 
established in the first half of the dynasty. The evidence for co-rule between Senwosret II and III 
is relatively limited and consists of a small group of co-naming objects including a scarab512, a 
                                                             
507 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, pp. 149-153, fig. 23, doc. 60.  
508 Murnane, “In Defense of the Middle Kingdom,” pp. 73-75. His view of the term is also shared by de 
Rouge and Lepsius who have both concluded that the preposition hft created an equivalence between the 
dates (de Rouge, Revue Archeologique, p. 572; Lepsuis, Über die zwölfte, p. 447). 
509 According to Murnane, unless a verbal form accompanies the term, it most often expresses simple 
equivalence. Other examples cited by Murnane include: The Tomb of Amenemhet at Beni Hasan, Semna 
Nile Level RIS 1, Semna Text RIS 7, and P. Abbott, verso, docket A:1, 19. Based on these inscriptions, 
Murnane has concluded that during the 12th Dynasty the preposition xft conveyed a synchronism 
between dates, indicating a simple equation between two exact dates. Murnane, “In Defense of the 
Middle Kingdom,” p. 76. 
510 Jansen-Winkeln, “Zu den Koregenzen der 12,” pp. 118-119; Franke also agrees that the term signifies 
coregency: Franke, ‘Zur Chronologie des Mittleren Reiches,” p. 117.  
511 Year 1: Alnwick Castle No. 2 (A. Erman, “Stelan aus Wadi Gasus bei Qoser,” ZAS 20 (1882): 204-5; 
Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 7; Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, doc. 171 – referred to as Stela Durham no. 1935). 
Year 2: Louvre C 170, the Stela of Senusret (K. Piehl, “Petites notes de critique et de philology,” RT 4 
(1883), p. 119; Gayet, Musee du Louvre, pl. XXVIII; Simpson, “The Single-Dated Monuments,” pp. 214-216; 
Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 6); Wadi Hammamat Inscription (M 104) (Couyat and Montet, Les Inscriptions 
hieroglyphiques et hieratiques de Ouadi Hammamat, pp. 72-73, pl. XXVI (No. 104); Murnane, Coregnecies, 
p. 7).  
512 Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 9; P.E. Newberry, Scarabs: An Introduction to the Study of Egyptian Seals and 
Signet Rings (London: EEF, 1906), pl. VI.8. 
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cylinder seal, and a plaque.513 Delia has rightly questioned the value of these items, as it is 
possible they were all commemorative.514 There is one additional object, Cairo JE 38579, an 
undated statue from Karnak bearing the following inscription: “The King of Upper and Lower 
Egypt, Khaneferre, given life, he made (it) as his memorial to the King of Upper and Lower Egypt, 
Nebhepetre, justified, renewing that which was made by the King of Upper and Lower Egypt, 
Khakaure, justified, (and) the King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khakheperre, justified, his father, 
given life forever like Re.”515  While this inscription implies that the 13th Dynasty king Khaneferre 
Sobekhotep restored a statue with names of Senwosret II and III, there are many possible 
interpretations for this inscription.516  
Further, it is possible that Illahun papyrus pBerlin 10055 indicates that Senwosret II Year 
19 was followed directly by Senwosret III, Year 1.517 Based largely on the Illahun fragment, 
Murnane and Delia concluded that only a short coregency could have existed between 
Senwosret II and Senwosret III in which Senwosret II died during the first year.518 In this instance, 
the rather limited evidence seems to align with Franke and Delia, who have suggested that 
Senwosret II died before he had the chance to appoint his son as his junior partner.519  
                                                             
513 W.F. Petrie, Illahun, Kahun and Gurob (London: EEF, 1891), pl. VIII[28]; Newberry, Scarabs, p. 112, pl. 
VI, 8; G.T. Allen, Handbook of the Egyptian Collection (Chicago: Oriental Institute, 1923), p. 151, no. 
94.1317 – omitted in Murnane, Coregencies. 
514 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 235-236. 
515 The sandstone statue depicted Nebhepetre Mentuhotep in Osiride form and was originally dedicated 
by Senwosret II and III, then restored by Sobekhotep. PM II, p. 171; W. Helck, Historisch-biographische 
Texte der 2. Zwischenzeit und neue Texte der 18. Dynastie (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1983), pp. 36-37; 
Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 9; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 233-235. 
516 Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 9; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 233-235. 
517 Borchardt, “Der zweite Papyrusfund von Kahun,” p. 92; Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 9; Delia, A Study of 
the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 236-238 (he sites Edgerton, “Chronology,” p. 313; Parker, Calendars, p. 82, 
no. 20; Gardiner, “Regnal Years,” pp. 21-22). 
518 Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 228; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 236-238 





2.2.5 – Senwosret III and Amenemhet III 
 It is important to take a moment to acknowledge the chronological data presented 
above. Based on the preserved evidence, it is highly unlikely that Senwosret III ruled for 19 
years, died in his year 20 and was succeeded by his son Amenemhet III. While the astronomical 
data indicates a reign of 30 years with a possible 9-year coregency, the epigraphic and 
archaeological evidence favors a transition to coregency in Senwosret III Year 19. This section 
will examine the addition support for co-rule with the goal to further clarify this complex period.  
There are no double-dates for this coregency; however, the number of co-naming 
objects is considerable.520 While such items cannot serve as clear proof that coregency existed, 
they do add to the general weight of the evidence. A group of three private stelae from Abydos 
that preserve the names of both kings offers more direct support. The first of this group, the 
                                                             
520 For a general overview of these objects see: Murnane, Coregnecies, pp. 10-11; Leprohon, “The Reign of 
Amenemhet III,” 310-312; Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology,” p. 274. Leprohon has stated that these 
items reflect the time when these two kings ruled as coregents. Scarabs: London UC 12.6.21, prenomen of 
Amenemhet III, nomen of Senwosret III (W.M.F. Petrie, Scarabs and Cylinders with Names Illustrated by 
the Egyptian Collection in University College, London (London: School of Archaeology in Egypt, 1917), pl. 
XIV:21; F.S. Matouk, Corpus du Scarabee egyptien (Beyrouth: Imp. Catholique, 1971-76), p. 18; Leprohon, 
“The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 310); Scarab from Palestine, prenomen of both (W.M.F. Petrie, Gerar 
(London: BSAE, 1928), pl. XIX:2; R. Giveon, “Royal Seals of the XIIth Dynasty from Western Asia,” RdE 19 
(1967): 29-37, p. 34 no. 30; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 310). Cylinders: Cylinder from 
Kahun, prenomen of both (Petrie, Kahun, Gurob, and Hawara, pl. X:11; Newberry, Scarabs, pl. VI:11; 
Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 310); London UC 12.6.16, also from Kahun and similar to the 
first (Petrie, Kahun, Gurob, and Hawara, pl. X:12; Petrie, Scarabs and Cylinders, pl. XIII, 12.6.16; Leprohon, 
“The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 310); London  BM 16747, prenomen of Amenemhet III written three 
times, nomen of Senwosret III written once (Newberry, Scarabs, VI, p. 10; H.R. Hall, Catalogue of Egyptian 
Scarabs I, p. 267, no. 16747; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 310); London BM 25580, 
prenomen of Amenemhet III, nomen of Senwosret (Hall, Catalogue of Egyptian Scarabs I, p. 267, no. 
25580); Bersheh Cylinder, prenomen of Amenemhet III, nomen of Senwosret III (Newberry, Scarabs, VI, p. 
15; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 311); Cairo CG 12899, royal names enclosed in cartouches 
– (Reisner, Amulets II (CG. Cairo, 1958), pl. XI:12899, p. 48; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 
311); Chicago Art Institute No. 1116, prenomen of both (G.C. Pier, “Historical Scarab Seals from the Art 
Institute Collection, Chicago,” AJSL 23 (1906), p. 85, pl. II; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 
311); Chicago Art Institute No. 94.1278, prenomen of both (G.T. Allen, Handbook of the Egyptian 
Collection (Chicago, 1923), p. 139, no. 94.1278.  
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stela of Ameny521, is comprised of four sections, with the lower left corner missing (Fig. 14). The 
lunette (Section A) is decorated with a symmetrical inscription presenting the titulary and 
epithets of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III surmounted by a winged sundisk. The right 
inscription denotes Senwosret III as, “beloved of Wepwawet, Lord of the Necropolis,” and the 
left refers to Amenemhet III as, “beloved of Osiris, Lord of Abydos.” Section B contains the Htp-
dj-nsw formula of the deceased, who served as the Chief Scribe of the Overseer of the Treasury 
(sS wr n jmj-r sDAw I[mn]y), and Sections C and D preserve the names and images of several 
other individuals, including the son of the deceased. 
Cairo CG 20691 serves as an example of how an official stela might be interpreted as 
expressing divine connections within the context of coregency. The lunette scene presents both 
kings as equals visually and textually, with each being designated as ‘nTr-nfr,’ a title most often 
associated with the living king.522 Scholars have also suggested that the antithetical position of 
the names implies co-rule.523 Yet, Simpson, Delia, and Leprohon have all cautioned that the 
                                                             
521 Cairo CG 20691: Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 11; Lange and Schafer, Grab-und Denksteine II, pp. 318-319. 
Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 302-303. 
522 According to Blumenthal – nTr-nfr (NN) was a title of the living king; it was originally translated as 
"Präsenter Gott" based on a strictly royal usage. However, it seems that in the Middle Kingdom the title 
was extended to the god Osiris. In contrast, in the Old Kingdom title nTr-aA (NA) was initially associated 
with Horus and was transferred from him to the king. Therefore, NN referred to a different type of royal 
essence, perhaps indicating his presence on earth. E. Blumenthal, Untersuchungen zum ägyptischen 
Königtum des Mittleren Reiches, I. Die Phraseologie (Berlin: Akademi-Verlag GmbH, 1970), pp. 24-25 (A 
1.15). In 2003, O. Berlev reexamined the term and concluded that the term NN should be translated as 
“younger god,” and its counterpart NA as “elder god.” The two terms refer to the Elder, celestial sun god 
and the Younger, terrestrial god. The term NN is applied only the reigning king and, during the Middle 
Kingdom, to the god Osiris in his form as pharaoh of the underworld. (O. Berlev, “Two kings - two suns: on 
the worldview of the ancient Egyptians,” in Quirke, Stephen (ed.), Discovering Egypt from the Neva: the 
Egyptological legacy of Oleg D. Berlev (Berlin: Achet-Verlag, 2003), pp. 19-35).  – However, the stela of 
Nebipusenwosret (London BM 101) refers to Senwosret III as NN; Wegner and others have suggested that 
it dates to after the death of Senwosret III.  




names could just as easily have referenced the time served under each ruler.524 However, as 
noted above, the stages of an official’s career were always expressed in the narrative context of 
















Fig. 14 – The Stela of Ameny (Cairo CG 20691)526 
 
 
                                                             
524 Jansen-Winkeln, “Zu den Koregenzen der 12,” p. 119, Franke, “Zur Chronologie des Mittleren Reiches,” 
p. 118; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 302-303; Simpson, “A Tomb Chapel Relief,” p. 53; 
Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 243. Leprohon ultimately concludes that coregency was 
most likely. 
525 Franke, “Zur Chronologie des Mittleren Reiches,” p. 115. These statements are echoed in: Jansen-
Winkeln, “Zu den Koregenzen der 12,” p. 122. 
526 Lange and Schafer, Grab-und Denksteine II, pp. 318-319. 
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I have conducted a thorough investigation of CG 20691, the results of which will appear 
in JARCE (2018).527 My analysis develops from the work of M. Malaise,528 which indicates that 
lunette scenes containing a divine image or name had a specific religious function and when 
combined with the titulary of the reigning king they served to express a religious statement 
about current royal power and the association of a king or official with a particular set of deities. 
The lunette of CG 20691 is likely a precursor to a distinctive assemblage of 17 stelae from 
Abydos that depict a jackal god or the god Osiris in association with the king’s name.529 The 
stelae in this group are generally surmounted with a winged sundisk, which was reserved during 
the Middle Kingdom for scenes containing elements of the royal titulary.530 
Malaise’s research indicates that the image of the god Wepwawet first appeared on 
stelae during the reign of Senwosret III as a guardian of the royal titulary, during his reign either 
the divine image (Durham 1936, Fig. 15) or the divine name (CG 20691 (Fig. 14), Rio de Janeiro 
1) could appear. By the reign of Amenemhet III these divine images began to gain more 
independence, appearing first as large hieroglyphs incorporated into the lunette scene 
(Budapest, CG 20231, Florence 2506 (Fig. 15), Rio 2) and then, by the end of his reign, as 
autonomous deities within their own kiosks (BM 258 and Louvre C7, Figs. 15 and 19). During the 
                                                             
527 L.S. Haney, “A New Look at the Stela of Ameny (Cairo CG 20691) and the Possible Coregency of 
Senwosret III,” JARCE 54 (2018): forthcoming. 
528 M. Malaise, “Les representations de divinités sur les stèles du Moyen Empire,” in Orientalia J. 
Duchesne-Guillemin Emerito Oblate, Hommages et Opera Minora (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1984), pp. 393-420. 
529 Malaise, “Les representations de divinités,” pp. 396-397; Examples include two Wepwawet jackals 
framing the cartouche (Vatican 170/questionable), Wepwawet and Osiris flanking the cartouche (CG 
20231/A3, Florence 2506/A3, Marseille 22/A3, Louvre C7/A3), Wepwawet and Osiris offering life to the 
cartouche (BM 233/A3, Durham 1936/S3, Louvre C6/A3), Anubis and Osiris (Rio de Janeiro 2/A3), an 
unidentified jackal and Osiris (BM 258/A3), two unknown jackals (Budapest – Mahler in BIFAO 27 (1927), 
pl. I, 1/A3; La Haye 46/A3), and one example where Wepwawet offers life to the Horus name (Cairo 
35256). Malaise has also identified 4 additional stelae depicting Osiris offering an ankh to the king’s Horus 
name (CG 20539/S1, Berlin 1204/S3, Cairo 20538/A3, and Leiden V.7/A3). 
530 Malaise, “Les representations de divinités,” p. 397. 
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13th Dynasty and Second Intermediate Period fully formed deities appear in offering scenes. CG 
20691 seems to lie at the beginning of this evolutionary process, indicating that it most likely 












Fig. 15 – Durham 1936, London BM, 258, Florence 2506 
  
B. Bryan’s analysis of Cairo JE 35256 (Fig. 16) also offers insight into the interpretation of 
the stela of Ameny.531 While this example differs in that it is a royal monument, it is important to 
note that during the 13th Dynasty kings began to participate in the Festival of Osiris in person, 
whereas 12th Dynasty rulers sent courtiers in their place.532 Therefore the royal imagery depicted 
in the lunette of this stela contains similar motifs to those on the private stelae of the 12th 
                                                             
531 B.M. Bryan, “The Disjunction of Text and Image in Egyptian Art,” in P. Der Manuelian (ed.) Studies in 
Honor of William Kelly Simpson, vol. I (Boston: MFA, 1996), pp. 161-168. For the text see: A. Leahy, “A 
Protective Measure at Abydos in the Thirteenth Dynasty,” JEA 75 (1989): 41-61. 
532 Leahy, “A Protective Measure,” p. 59. 
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Dynasty. Bryan has suggested that the images in the lunette of this and other stelae may have 











Fig. 16 – Cairo JE 35256 
 
 
In the case of the stela of Neferhotep I, the text consists of a royal decree forbidding the 
construction of tombs in an area important to the Festival of Osiris; its message was directed at 
literate, elite individuals. In contrast, the lunette could have been viewed and understood by 
non-literate members of society. The winged sundisk and royal names would have alerted the 
viewer to the royal nature of the monument, while the Wepwawet determinative would have 
established that god and demonstrated that the king was in his favor. 534 Further, the 
composition would have highlighted the relationship between the king and Wepwawet. The 
message of the lunette focused on the ruler and the cult environment and was designed to 
                                                             
533 Bryan, “The Disjunction of Text and Image,” pp. 161-168. 
534 Bryan, “The Disjunction of Text and Image,” p. 163. 
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convey royal power and display.535 What Bryan and Malaise’s work makes clear is that during 
the Middle Kingdom the lunettes of Abydene stelae containing elements of the royal titulary 
served to highlight the royal connection of the stela owner and to link the current ruler/rulers 
with the most important gods at Abydos. 
There are two additional private stelae from Abydos that preserve the names of both 
Senwosret III and Amenemhet III.  The first is the stela of Sehetepibre (Cairo CG 20538, Fig. 
17)536, which includes the well-known Loyalist Instructions as well as an account of the owner’s 
participation in the mysteries of Osiris at Abydos.537 On the verso, the lunette depicts Osiris 
offering an ankh to Senwosret III who appears in the form of a Horus falcon seated atop his own 
Horus name, while the recto, preserves the same scene with the names of Amenemhet III.  As 
noted, Delia has cautioned that the use of the epithets ‘anx Dt’ or ‘dj anx’ does not confirm that 
both kings were living at the same time and Leprohon has suggested that it is possible the 
deceased included Senwosret III because he had served him in life and wanted to commemorate 





                                                             
535 The lunette of Cairo CG 20691 is very similar; both are surmounted by a winged sundisk identified as 
Horus of Behdet, both associate the name of the king/kings with important deities from Abydos, and both 
preserve inscriptions related specifically to the festival of Osiris at Abydos. 
536 Lange and Schafer, Grab-und Denksteine II, pp. 145-50. 
537 R.J. Leprohon, “The Stela of Sehetepibre (CG 20538) Borrowings and Innovation,” in D.P. Silverman, 
W.K. Simpson, and J. Wegner (eds.) Archaism and Innovation: Studies in the Culture of Middle Kingdom 
Egypt. (New Haven and Philadelphia: Yale University and the University of Pennsylvania Museum of 
Archaeology and Anthropology, 2009), pp. 277-292.  










Fig. 17 – The Stela of Sehetepibre (Cairo CG 20538) 
 
The second stela, that of Nebipusenwosret (London BM 101) 539, likely dates after the 
death of Senwosret III, as the text indicates that the deceased was raised in the court of 
Senwosret III and went on to function as an official at the Sed-Festival of Amenemhet III.540 This 
stela is important because it suggests a previously established and ongoing cult of Senwosret III 
that may have been founded while he was still living. It also helps to shine a light on the broader 
picture of the royal cults of these two kings at Abydos. Blackman has suggested that the 
inclusion of Senwosret III emphasized the pride of the deceased at having been brought up in his 
presence.541 He has also pointed out that Senwosret III was particularly associated with Abydos 
due to the construction of his funerary complex there.  
Additional evidence related to the stela of Ameny comes from the mortuary complex of 
Senwosret III at South Abydos. Abydos QS1 and QS2 are a pair of over life-size seated statues of 
                                                             
539 HTBM, vol. 2, pls. 1-2 (no. 175, stela no. 101); Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 11. For a detailed discussion of 
the stela see: A. Blackman, “The Stela of Nebipusenwosret,” JEA 21 (1935): 1-9. – Blackman also concludes 
that the stela dates to after the Sed-Festival of Amenemeht III and relates to the cult of Osiris at Abydos. 
He has stated that the stela mentions Senwosret III because of the deceased’s special connection to the 
king whom he came up under in the palace. 
540 This stela is problematic because it has a special scene at the top with a pair of wadjet eyes protecting 
the name of Senwosret III. However, it differs from the previous examples, as it includes the epithet mAa-
xrw – a term whose usage in relation to coregency has been debated. 
541 Blackman, “The Stela of Nebipusenwosret,” p. 6.  
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Senwosret III with inscriptions similar to that of CG 20691. Randall-MacIver first discovered the 
pair lying on the eastern side of the forecourt of the king’s mortuary temple, and Wegner 
rediscovered them in 1994.542 They most likely flanked the entrance to the cult building. The 
throne of each is inscribed on three sides, with the front of the throne base containing two 
vertical columns of text framing the king’s legs and feet, and the sides preserving the sema-tawy 
motif. The dedicatory inscription on Abydos QS1 refers to Senwosret III as “beloved of Osiris-
Khentiamentiu, Lord of Abydos” and Abydos QS2 refers the same king as “beloved of 
Wepwawet, Lord of the Necropolis.” As discussed above, these two were the most important 
deities at Abydos during this period, leading Wegner to determine that the two statues were 
originally conceived of and displayed as a pair.543  
The stela of Ameny uses similar epithets, denoting Senwosret as, “beloved of 
Wepwawet,” and Amenemhet as “beloved of Osiris.”544 These associations suggest that the two 
kings were viewed as a complementary pair in the same way that the two gods were. While this 
inscription is not an explicit statement of coregency, it is possible that the epithets are reflective 
of co-rule. It is also possible that they indicate two kings who served consecutively, however, the 
use of nTr-nfr for both kings argues against the theory that Senwosret III was deceased at the 
time of the stela’s execution.545 In addition, if the inscription had been recorded after his death, 
one would expect it to have linked him, rather than Amenemhet III, with Osiris. 
                                                             
542 D. Randall-MacIver, “The Temple of Usertesen III,” in, El Amrah and Abydos 1899-1901 (London: EEF, 
1902), pp. 57-58, pl. XX, XXI; D. Randall-MacIver and A.C. Mace, “Excavations at Abydos,” Archaeological 
Report (EEF), (1899-1900): pp.1-3; Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III at Abydos, pp. 187-199. 
543 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III at Abydos, pp. 195. 
544 For text see: Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 148. 
545 The stela of Nebipusenwosret (London BM 101) is an apparent exception to this as it refers to 
Senwosret III as nTr-nfr but likely dates to after his death.  
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Additional evidence from the mortuary temple includes a group of calcite fragments 
from a series of at least three statues of Senwosret III that preserve the same set of epithets. 
Regrettably, there are no known statues of Amenemhet III from Abydos. However, the relief 
work from the mortuary temple discussed above indicates that he also played an important role 
at the site. There are also two stelae from Abydos, which will be discussed further below, that 
record the names of Amenemhet III and IV, in association with Osiris and Wepwawet (Louvre C7 
and London BM EA 258).546 These two examples indicate that Amenemhet III may have used this 
coupling to his advantage again during a period of coregency with his own successor. 
Further, Wegner has proposed that a parallel cult of Amenemhet III may have existed at 
Abydos, also administered from Wah-Sut.547 In the appeal to the living on the stela of 
Sehetepibre (CG 20538) a request appears addressed to the combined priesthood of Senwosret 
III and Amenemhet III at Abydos, indicating that their cults were meant to be understood as a 
unit. Additional support for an Amenemhet III cult installation includes Brooklyn Museum 
papyrus 35.1449, the Ramsesseum Onomsaticon, and the Rekhmire taxation scene – all of which 
mention a cult focused on Amenemhet; in addition, an offering table with the titulary of 
Amenemhet III was found some 400 m. from the temple of Senwosret III.548 This material opens 
up the possibility of a joint commemoration of these two kings at Abydos.  
                                                             
546 The right side of the upper section of Louvre C7, the Stela of Senwosret and Sobekhotep, depicts the 
prenomen of Amenemhet III before an image of the god Osiris, and the left preserves that of Amenemhet 
IV before an image of Wepwawet (Valloggia, “Amenemhat IV et sa Coregence avec Amenemhat III,” RdE 
21 (1969): 107-133, p. 119; Gayet, Musee du Louvre, pl. VI; Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 16); A similar scene 
appears on the lunette of BM EA 258, the stela of Sethemsaf (HTBM II, pl. 50; Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 
16; Valloggia, “Amenemhat IV et sa Coregence,” pp. 118-119).  
547 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III at Abydos, p. 43.  
548 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III at Abydos, pp. 43-45.  
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 In summary, the available evidence indicates that the presence of two king’s names on 
Cairo CG 20691 most likely signifies coregency. Further, the existence of two stelae associating 
the names of Amenemhet III and IV add additional support to this theory. Therefore, it seems 
likely that this pair of epithets, referring to Osiris and Wepwawet, served to distinguish two 
living kings who wished to associate themselves with the foremost deities of Abydos and to 
portray themselves as a complementary pair. It also seems likely that this stela was connected 
with the joint commemoration of these two kings, whose cults were both located at South 
Abydos. This dual commemoration further reflects coregency and opens up the possibility that 
both Senwosret III and Amenemhet III had established royal cults at Abydos during their 
lifetimes. 
Two final co-naming stelae come from Serabit el-Khadim. One, dating to Year 8 of 
Amenemhet III, has a similar arrangement to the stela of Ameny, and preserves the prenomina 
of both kings.549 The other, dating to Year 4 of Amenemhet III, preserves a symmetrically 
arranged double titulary.550 In addition, the offering table of Hawere, also from Serabit el-
Khadim, dates to Amenemhet III Year 6 and records the names and images of both kings (Fig. 
18).551  The front of the altar depicts Amenemhet III presenting an offering table to the goddess 
Hathor, while the back illustrates Hathor presenting life, stability, and dominion to Senwosret III. 
According to Murnane, it is unclear if Senwosret III is being portrayed as a coregent or as a 
revered predecessor.552 However, Wegner has highlighted the fact that the altar presents the 
                                                             
549 A.H. Gardiner and T.E. Peet, Inscriptions of Sinai, I (London: EEF, 1952), pl. 33A (no. 91, E. face.) 
550 Gardiner, Inscriptions of Sinai, I, pl. 23 (no. 85). 
551 Gardiner, Inscriptions of Sinai, I, pl. 25 (no. 89), and Inscriptions of Sinai, pt. 2 (London: EEF, 1955), 96-
97; Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 10; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 303-309; Wegner, “The 
Nature and Chronology,” pp. 271-272. 
552 Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 10.  
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roles of these two kings differently.553 Amenemhet III is the dedicator of the monument, while 
Senwosret III is only a recipient of gifts from Hathor. Wegner has also pointed out that there is 
nothing in the scene to suggest that Senwosret III was not a living king, as an identical scene on 
another altar from the site depicts the living Amenemhet III.554 He has suggested that the altar 
does represent Senwosret III as a revered coregent.555  
Leprohon has objected to the usefulness of the altar, since it is only partially 
preserved.556 The type of scene in question, depicting Hathor and Senwosret III, does not occur 
on any other 12th Dynasty object prior to the reign of Amenemhet III and the recipient of a god’s 
gifts does not necessarily have to be living.557 In addition, all of the other inscriptions of Hawere 
from Serabit el-Khadim mention only Amenemhet III, which led Delia to conclude that while he 
most likely served both kings, it is difficult to determine a coregency based on this alone. 
Obsomer has analyzed this scene as well, and his interpretation is similar to that of the double-
sided stela of Sehetepibre from Abydos (Cairo CG 20538), which he believes depicted Senwosret 






                                                             
553 Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology,” p. 272. 
554 Gardiner, Sinai, pt. 1, pl. 26 (no. 83) and pl. 36 (no. 116) is also similar. 
555 Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology,” p. 272. 
556 Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 309. 
557 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 239-241. 



















Fig. 18 – The Altar of Hawere559 
 
Further, Tallet has observed that the predecessors of kings involved in mining expeditions are 
regularly referred to at Serabit el-Khadim, where there is a chapel devoted to the celebration of 
the dynastic principle.560 Viewed in this light, he has associated the name of Senwosret III with 
this central element of divine worship particular to the location from which it derives. 
                                                             
559 Gardiner, Inscriptions of Sinai, I, pl. 25 (no. 89). 
560 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 270. 
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However, R. Freed’s analysis of Cairo JE 43289, a granite dyad from Hawara, illustrates 
that the altar may in fact depict these two kings as coregents.561 Freed has placed this dyad, and 
another identical example now in Copenhagen (AEIN 1842), in her Innovative Group of statuary 
dating to the reign of Amenemhet III, with statues that possibly represented Amenemhet III as a 
coregent.562 She has likened the dyads to the altar of Hawere, specifically the scene depicting 
Senwosret III in the khat headdress. Freed has proposed that the dyads, which depict two kings 
– one wearing the khat headdress and the other wearing the nemes – portrayed Senwosret III as 
the senior ruler presenting the ankh to his junior coregent. The role of royal statuary during this 
period of co-rule is discussed in detail in Chapter Six. 
 A rock inscription from Kuma (RIK 129) also preserves the prenomina of these two kings 
and at least one date.563 Initially, the poor preservation and copying of the inscription led 
Dunham to suggest that it recorded a Year 23 along with the names of Amenemhet III and 
Senwosret II.564 However, after a more thorough examination, Simpson has proposed that the 
text preserves a Year 15 date and references Amenemhet III and Senwosret III.565 Based on the 
surrounding inscriptions, Murnane has suggested that the inclusion of the cartouche of 
Senwosret III was likely commemorative, and therefore should not be viewed as evidence of 
coregency and according to Delia, the inscription actually recorded a campaign of Hatshepsut 
and Thutmose III.566  
                                                             
561 R. Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” RdE 53 (2002): 103-135, pp. 108-109; Cat. 
Nos. 33 and 36. 
562 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 108-109. 
563 Dunham, Second Cataract Forts, vol. I, p. 169, pl. 103f; Murnane, Coregnecies, pp. 11-13. 
564 Dunham, Second Cataract Forts, vol. I, p. 169;  
565 Simpson, “A Tomb Chapel Relief,” pp. 53-54. 
566 Murnane, Coregencies, pp. 11-13; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 241-242. 
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 In addition, a series of relief inscriptions and architectural elements may also relate to 
the coregency. First in this group is an inscription of Amenemhet III, now in Berlin.567 The text 
consists of three unprovenanced fragments recording the coronation of Amenemhet III in the 
presence of the living Senwosret III.568 Based on a reference to Sobek of Shedyt, it is most likely 
the fragments originated in the Fayum.569 The remains preserve the titulary of both kings and 
originally served as an announcement of the coronation of Amenemhet III and his acquisition of 
the five-fold titulary in the presence of his father, the living king.570  
The coronation inscription of Hatshepsut from Deir el-Bahari, a text designed specifically 
to announce a coregency, closely parallels this text.571 While Hatshepsut’s inscription mirrors 
approximately half of the Berlin fragments, there are differences that indicate she deviated from 
her model.572  Delia has criticized the truthfulness of the Amenemhet III inscription, because the 
events Hatshepsut describes did not occur in reality; it is also possible that the text belonged to 
a genre of coronation texts and may not have reflected historical reality.573 However, even 
though Hatshepsut’s coregency account was fictitious, she took the original text to be a true 
template for coregency, which lends credibility to the account preserved and indicates that the 
                                                             
567 Berlin 15801-15804. According to PM IV, p. 103, the blocks came from a temple somewhere in the 
Fayum. For more on the text see: von Beckerath, “Die Chronologie der XII. Dyanstie,” p. 46; Murnane, 
Coregencies, pp. 228-229; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 245-246; Leprohon, “The Reign 
of Amenemhet III,” pp. 297-302; Matzker, Die letzten Konige, pp. 91-92; Franke, “Zur Chronology des MR,” 
p. 118.  
568 ÄIB, vol. 1, pp. 138 and 268. 
569 Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 297; M. Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet: The Crocodile God in the 
Fayyum in the Dynastic Period (Todi: Tau Editrice, 2010), pp. 47-48. This inscription is discussed further in 
Chapters Six and Seven. 
570 Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 301-302. 
571 H. Naville, Temple of Deir el-Bahri, vol. 3. (London: EEF, 1913), p. 62; K. Sethe, Urkunden der 18. 
Dynastie, vol. 4 (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs’sche Buchhandlung, 1906), p. 261.  
572 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 245-246. 
573 Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology,” p. 271; Obsomer, “Sesostris III et Amenemhat III,” p. 389. 
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text was considered legitimate according to Egyptian traditions.574 Unfortunately, the Berlin 
inscription is only fragmentary. 
Next, is a granite doorjamb referring to Amenemhet I, Senwosret III, and Amenemhet 
III.575 Local farmers discovered the jamb in 1883 at Tell Qirqafa, some 200 m. north of Khat’na.576 
G. Maspero originally inspected the find and two years later E. Naville copied the inscriptions.577 
In 1937, Z. Sous returned to the discovery site and found a second jamb, and in 1942 L. Habachi 
made the first full report on the doorway.578 Habachi concluded that Amenemhet I had 
decorated one side of the red granite doorway and Senwosret III the other. The jambs’ 
inscriptions discuss how Senwosret III and then Amenemhet III acted to renew the monuments 
of Amenemhet I, but there is nothing to indicate the two acted simultaneously.579 There are also 
some poorly preserved fragments from a temple at Ehnasya, which preserve the praenomen of 
Senwosret III and the Horus name of Amenemhet III.580 The name of Senwosret III also appears 
on several other blocks from the temple, but no additional fragments recorded that of 
Amenemhet III. Due to their poor state of preservation, the blocks are difficult to interpret, and 
it is possible that the name of Amenemhet III was a later addition.581  
The final, and most convincing, documents are the control notes from Dahshur and 
Abydos previously discussed, which indicate that Senwosret III ruled for 39 years, making a 
coregency highly likely and casting a new light on the evidence presented above.  The proposed 
                                                             
574 Jansen-Winkeln, “Zu den Koregenzen der 12,” pp. 120, 121. 
575 Naville, The Shrine of Saft el-Henneh and the Land of Goshen (London: EEF, 1885), p. 22, pl. 9; 
Murnane, Coregnecies, pp. 9-10. 
576 L. Habachi, “Khatana-Qantir: Importance,” ASAE 52 (1954): 443-459, pl. II-IV. 
577 Naville, The Shrine of Saft el-Henneh, p. 22, pl. 9. 
578 Habachi, “Khatana-Qantir,” pp. 449-451.  
579 Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 10. Leprohon agrees: “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 312-313 
580 W.M.F. Petrie, Ehnasya, (London: EEF, 1905), p. 20, pl. 14; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” 
pp. 312-313. 
581 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 247. 
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interpretation of these notes is further cemented when they are viewed in conjunction with the 
construction sequence of the funerary monuments of these two kings. Obsomer has questioned 
the attribution of the Dahshur note to Senwosret III, as the dating relies on the relative 
chronology of the tombs; however, he has not offered any specific points of disagreement or an 
alternate chronology for the development of these sites.582  
Finally, there are a total of 77 single-dated documents from Amenemhet III, Years 1-
20.583 Based on his analysis of the information contained therein, Leprohon has concluded that a 
                                                             
582 Obsomer, “Sesostris III et Amenemhat III,” p. 380. 
583 Year 1 = Cairo CG 20140 (Lange and Schäfer I, pp. 165-166; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 
10); Louvre C5 (Gayet, Stelas, pls. VIII-IX; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 10-11); Cairo CG 
20536 (Lange and Schäfer II, pp. 142-144; A. de Rossi, Rivista degli Studi Orientalia 46 (1971), p. 30; 
Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 11-12); RIK 2 (Dunham and Janssen, p. 139, pl. 95C; Lepsius, 
Denkmaler II, 139i; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 12-13). Year 2 = Sinai 23 (Cerny, Sinai, 
pp. 66-67, pl. X; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 13); Sinai 24 (Cerny, Sinai, pp. 67-68, pl. XI; 
Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 13-14); Sinai 25 (Cerny, Sinai, p. 68, pl. X; Leprohon, “The 
Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 14-15); Sinai 83 (Cerny, Sinai, pp. 90-91, pl. XXVI; Leprohon, “The Reign of 
Amenemhet III,” pp. 15); Sinai 84 (Cerny, Sinai, p. 91, pl. XXXII; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” 
pp. 15-16); Hammamat 43 (Couyat, Montet, Hammamt, p. 48, pl. XIII; Leprohon, “The Reign of 
Amenemhet III,” p. 16); Hammamat 70 (Couyat, Montet, Hammamt, p. 70, pl. XXIV; Leprohon, “The Reign 
of Amenemhet III,” p. 17). Year 3 = Hammamat 96 (Couyat, Montet, Hammamt, p. 70, pl. XXIV; Leprohon, 
“The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 17); Semna Dispatches (P.C. Smither, JEA 31 (1945), pp. 3-10; Leprohon, 
“The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 17-18); pBerlin 10069 (U. Kaplony-Heckel, Agyptische Handschriften, no. 
54, p. 32; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 18-19). Year 4 = Sinai 85 (Cerny, Sinai, pp. 92-93, 
pl. XXIII; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 19-20); Stela from the Western Nubian Desert 
(Engelbach, ASAE 33(1933), p. 72, no 10, pl. IV; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 20); pBerlin 
10014 (Kaplony-Heckel, Agyptische Handschriften, no. 11, pp. 7-8; Möller, Hieratische Lesestucke I 
(Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1927), p. 18, 8(a); Sethe, Lesestucke, p. 97, 33 (a); Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet 
III,” p. 20). Year 5 = Sinai 86 (Cerny, Sinai, p. 94, pl. XXVI; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 20-
21); Sinai 113 (Cerny, Sinai, p. 116, pl. XLIVa; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 21); Sinai 87 
(Cerny, Sinai, p. 95, pl. XXIV; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 21-22); RIK 9 (Dunham and 
Janssen, p. 140, pl. 96d; Lepsius, Denkmaler II, 139d; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 22). Year 
6 = Sinai 88 (Cerny, Sinai, pp. 95-96, pl. XXII; LD, p. 22); Sinai 89 (Cerny, Sinai, pp. 96-97, pl. XXV; LD, p. 22 – 
Altar of Harwerre, listed with conaming/imaging objects); Sinai 90 (Cerny, Sinai, pp. 97-98, pl. XXV; 
Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 22-23); Sinai 406 (Cerny, Sinai, pp. 206-207, pl. LXXXIII; 
Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 23); Stela from the Western Nubian Desert (Engelbach, ASAE 
33 (1933), p. 72, no. 11, pl. II, no. 3; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 23); RIS 19 (Dunham and 
Janssen, p. 135; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 24); RIK 112 (Dunham and Janssen, p. 162, pl. 
101k; Lepsius, Denkmaler II, 139e; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 24); RIK 115 (Dunham and 
Janssen, p. 163, pl. 102c; L, Denkmaler II, 139f; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 24-25). Year 
7 = RIK 5 (Dunham and Janssen, p. 140, pl. 96a; L, Denkmaler II, 139 k; Leprohon, “The Reign of 
Amenemhet III,” p. 25). Year 8 = Sinai 91 (Cerny, Sinai, p. 99, pl. XXXIIIa; Leprohon, “The Reign of 
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Amenemhet III,” p. 25). Year 9 = RIK 116 (Dunham and Janssen, p. 164, pl. 102d; Lepsius, Denkmaler Text 
V, p. 217; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 25-26); London BM 1290 (HTBM, IV, 16; Leprohon, 
“The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 26-27); RIK 118 (Dunham and Janssen, p. 165, pl. 102f; Lepsius, 
Denkmaler II, 139 g; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 27); RIK 119a-e (Dunham and Janssen, p. 
165, pl. 102 g; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 27); RIS 1 (Dunham and Janssen, p. 131, pl. 
93a; Lepsius, Denkmaler II 139b; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 28); RIS 12 (Dunham and 
Janssen, p. 133, pl. 93f; Lepsius, Denkmaler II, 139a; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 29); 
pBerlin 10042 (Kaplony-Heckel, Agyptische Handschriften, n. 32, pp. 19-20; Scharff, ZAS 59 (1924), p. 43; 
Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 29). Year 10 = Aswan Graffito (Lepsius, Denkmaler Text IV, p. 
121 (19); Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 29); Cairo CG 20773 (Lange and Schäfer, II, p. 402; 
Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 29-30); pBrooklyn 35.1446 (Hayes, Papyrus, Ro. 1-8, pl. I, pp. 
19 ff.; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 30). Year 11 = Kuban Stela (Lepsius, D II, p. 138 g; 
Gauthier, LdR I, p. 322:16; PM VII, p. 395; LD, pp. 30-31); Dehmid Stela (Weigall, ASAE 9 (1908), p. 109 no. 
10; PM VII, p. 39; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 31); pBerlin 10056 recto (Kaplony-Heckel, 
Agyptische Handschriften, no. 44, pp. 25-26; Parker, Calendars, pp. 63 ff.; Leprohon, “The Reign of 
Amenemhet III,” p. 31); pBerlin 10088 (Kaplony-Heckel, Agyptische Handschriften, no. 71, p. 40 and note 
1; Scharff, ZAS 59 (1924), p. 45; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 31-32); pBerlin 10023A 
(Kaplony-Heckel, Agyptische Handschriften, no. 17, p. 11; Scharff, ZAS 59 (1924), pp. 23, 28-29, pl. 2; 
Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 32). Year 13 = Sinai 92 (Cerny, Sinai, p. 100, pl. XXVII; 
Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 32). Year 14 = RIK 7 (Dunham and Janssen, p. 140, pl. 96b; 
Lepsius, Denkmaler II, p. 139 h; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 32); Aswan Graffito (Gauthier, 
LdR I, p. 322:18; PM V, p. 247; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 33). Year 15 = Sinai 93 (Cerny, 
Sinai, p. 100-101, pl. XXVIII; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 33); Sinai 94 (Cerny, Sinai, pp. 
101-103, pls. XXIX, XXX; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 33-34); Sinai 95 (Cerny, Sinai, pp. 
103-104, pl. XXX; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 34); Sinai 96 (Cerny, Sinai, p. 104, pl. XXXII; 
Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 34); Sinai 97 (Cerny, Sinai, p. 104, pl. XXVI; Leprohon, “The 
Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 35); Sinai 98 (Cerny, Sinai, pp. 104-105, pl. XXXIII; Leprohon, “The Reign of 
Amenemhet III,” p. 35); pBerlin 10033 (Kaplony-Heckel, Agyptische Handschriften, no. 24, pp. 15-16; 
Scharff, ZAS 59 (1924), p. 41; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 35); pBerlin 10063 (Kaplony-
Heckel, Agyptische Handschriften, no. 49, p. 29; Scharff, ZAS 59 (1924), p. 44; Leprohon, “The Reign of 
Amenemhet III,” p. 36); pBerlin 10082 (Kaplony-Heckel, Agyptische Handschriften, no. 65, p. 37; Scharff, 
ZAS 59 (1924), p. 45; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 36); Aswan Graffito (Gauthier, LdR I, p. 
322: 19; Petrie, Season, pl. VII, no. 153; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 36); Object from 
Aswan (Gauthier, LdR I, p. 322: 20; Petrie, Season, pl. III, no. 184; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet 
III,” p. 36). Year 17 = Sinai 153 (Cerny, Sinai, p. 145, pl. XL; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 36-
37); pBerlin 10045 (Kaplony-Heckel, Agyptische Handschriften, no. 35, p. 21; Leprohon, “The Reign of 
Amenemhet III,” p. 37). Year 18 = Sinai 114 (Cerny, Sinai, pp. 116-118, pls. XXVI, XXVIII; Leprohon, “The 
Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 37-38), 115 (Cerny, Sinai, pp. 118-119, pl. XXXIX; Leprohon, “The Reign of 
Amenemhet III,” p. 38); pBerlin 10137 (formery No. 10066; Kaplony-Heckel, Agyptische Handschriften, no. 
163, pp. 75-76; Scharff, ZAS 59 (1924), p. 44; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 38). Year 19 = 
Hammamat 17 (Couyat, Montet, Hammamt, p. 40, pl. V; Lepsius, Denkmaler II p. 138 d; Leprohon, “The 
Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 38-39); Hammamat 19 (Couyat, Montet, Hammamt, p. 41, pl. V; Lepsius, 
Denkmaler II, p. 138 c; Goedicke, JARCE 3 (1964), pp. 49-50; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 
39); Hammamat 48 (Couyat, Montet, Hammamt, pp. 51-52, pl. XIV; Lepsius, Denkmaler II, p. 138 e; Lucas, 
Rowe, ASAE 38 (1938), pp. 131-132; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 40); Hammamat 108 
(Couyat, Montet, Hammamt, p. 76, pl. XXVIII; Rowe, ASAE 38 (1938), p. 131; Leprohon, “The Reign of 
Amenemhet III,” pp. 40-41). Year 20 = Sinai 46 (Cerny, Sinai, p. 76, pl. XIV; Leprohon, “The Reign of 
Amenemhet III,” p. 41); Sinai 100 (Cerny, Sinai, p. 105-106, pl. XXXI; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet 
III,” p. 41); Sinai 101 (Cerny, Sinai, p. 106, pl. XXXII; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 41-42); 
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coregency of at least six years occurred. However, similarities amongst the early inscriptions 
rendered him unable to determine when the sole rule of Amenemhet III began.584 The 
inscriptions reveal that after the accession of Amenemhet III a change occurred in the way that 
Senwosret III was referenced indicated by the frequent addition of the epithet mAa-xrw to his 
name.585 While many scholars have theorized about the meaning and use of this epithet586, it is 
possible that it served to designate Senwosret III as the senior coregent. This term also appears 
in two earlier inscriptions dated to periods of coregency, Cairo CG 20518 dated to Year 7 of 
Senwosret I and a series of blocks in the British Museum dated to Amenemhet II Year 30, in both 
instances the texts refer to the senior king as mAa-xrw.587 Examples dating to the reign of 
Senwosret III include the stelae of Nebipusenwosret, Sehetepibre, and Ikhernofret (Berlin 1204), 
the Semna Dispatches, and the Hymns to Senwosret III. In the case of the Hymns and the stela of 
Ikhernofret, it is clear that Senwosret III was living at the time the epithet was applied.588  
                                                             
Sinai 101A (Cerny, Sinai, p. 106-107, pl. XXXII; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 42); Sinai 85? 
(Cerny, Sinai, p. 92-93, pl. XXIII; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 42); Hammamat 42 (Couyat, 
Montet, Hammamt, p. 47, pl. XII; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 42); Wadi el Hudi 19 
(Fakhry, Wadi el-Hudi, p. 38, fig. 30, pl. XVIb; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 42); Text from 
Kuma (Lepsius, Denkmaler Text V, p. 221; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 43). 
584 Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 191.  
585 Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 308-309. Examples include the stelae of 
Nebipusenwosret and Sehetepibre, the Semna Dispatches, the Hymn to Senwosret III, and the Stela of 
Ikhernofret (Berlin 1204). In the case of the Hymn and the stela of Ikhernofret, it is clear from the text 
that Senwosret III was living at the time the epithet was applied. The Hymn states: “He took the Two 
Lands as a justified one (m mAa-xrw),” and Berlin 1204 refers to Senwosret III in relation to an expedition 
to Nubia as “m nxt m mAa-xrw.” For more on the epithet mAa-xrw, see above, n. 4. 
586 R. Anthes’ study of the origins of the term mAa-xrw indicates that epithet was originally applied to the 
king, as a statement of his divinity and only later became associated with the god Osiris (Anthes, “The 
Original Meaning of mAa-xrw,” JNES 13 (1954): 21-51). Wegner has suggested that the application of the 
epithet to the senior king would be appropriate given its origin (Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology,” p. 
278). For more on this epithet, see above, n. 4. 
587 Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” p. 309. 
588 Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet III,” pp. 308-309. The Hymn states: “He took the Two Lands as a 
justified one (m mAa-xrw),” and Berlin 1204 refers to Senwosret III in relation to an expedition to Nubia 
“as a champion and as a justified one” (m nxt m mAa-xrw). 
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In 1977, Murnane initially concluded that coregency between these two kings was 
possible, but difficult to determine chronologically.589 However, von Beckerath’s analysis of the 
Berlin inscription of Amenemhet III (SAK, 1976) pushed Murnane to propose a coregency 
beginning in Year 37 of Senwosret III and lasting until his Year 40. In 1988, Franke determined 
that the evidence in favor of coregency was not meaningful; however, at that time, the Dahshur 
and Abydos controls notes were not yet known.590 More recently, Wegner has proposed that 
Amenemhet III took the throne in his father’s Year 20, with Senwosret serving as the senior 
regent until his death in his Year 39 or 40.591 He has suggested that, like the coregency of 
Amenemhet I/Senwosret I, Senwosret III did not play a significant role in governing once the 
coregency was established.592 The following scholars have all acknowledged the existence of a 
coregency of some length between Senwosret III and Amenemhet III:  von Beckerath, Leprohon, 
Matzker, F. Arnold, Di. Arnold, Wegner, and Schneider, while Murnane, Franke, and others have 
recognized the strong possibility.593 Due to the ambiguity of the evidence known to him at the 
time, Delia suggested that Senwosret III was too old to have ruled longer than 19 years.594 
However, Uphill has pointed out that Delia’s method of using the lives of officials to determine 
reign lengths is not precise enough to evaluate periods of co-rule.595 
                                                             
589 Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 228. 
590 Franke, “Zur Chronologie des Mittleren Reiches,” p. 118. 
591 Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology,” p. 267. 
592 Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology,” pp. 274-275. 
593 von Beckerath, “Die Chronologie der XII. Dynastie,” pp. 48-53; Leprohon, “The Reign of Amenemhet 
III”, pp. 318-21; I. Matzker, Die letzten Konige, p. 91; F. Arnold, “New Evidence,” pp. 27-31; Di. Arnold and 
Oppenheim, “Reexamining the Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III at Dahshur,” pp. 47-48; Murnane, 
Coregencies, pp. 27-28; Franke, Das Heiligtum des Heqaib, pp. xxii-xiii; Schneider, “The Relative 
Chronology of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 172. 
594 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 253. 
595 Uphill, “The question of pharaonic co-regency,” p. 87. 
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Tallet has determined that none of the evidence detailed above provides absolute proof 
of co-rule and has noted further that pBerlin 10055 casts doubt on the entire premise.596 Tallet 
has suggested that even if the data suggested that the king designated his presumptive heir 
prior to his death there is no indication that that individual began to count his years until after 
the death of this predecessor – a concept that is diametrically opposed to that provided by 
Simpson.597 As is the case with many scholars who are against the concept of coregency during 
the 12th Dynasty, Tallet has stressed that the burden of proof lies with those who have proposed 
coregency and without incontestable verification such an idea remains in the realm of 
hypothesis.598 However, scholars must rely on piecemeal evidence that has survived by chance, 
drawing their conclusions from the full weight of all that remains. In the case of coregency, 
while the textual evidence maybe subject to interpretation, the full preponderance of data, 
particularly the archaeological evidence favors the hypothesis of coregency.  
Whether one accepts the epigraphic evidence, which suggests a 19-year period of sole 
rule for Senwosret III or the astronomical data suggesting 30 years, the sequence of 
architectural developments proposed by Arnold and Wegner make a coregency of either 9 or 19 
years the only acceptable conclusion. Viewed in this light, the supplementary evidence including 
the Turin Canon, the Sed-Festival of Senwosret III, and the additional co-naming objects all fit 
easily under the umbrella of co-rule. Furthermore, acceptance of a long period of coregency 
does not have any effect on the absolute chronology, while problems do arise for scholars such 
                                                             
596 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 271.  
597 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 271.  
598 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 271.  
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as Delia and Obsomer, who reject coregency.599 In light of the above observations, the most 
logical conclusion is that a lengthy period of co-rule occurred.  
2.2.6 – Amenemhet III, Amenemhet IV, and Sobekneferu 
Before examining the likely coregency between Amenemhet III and IV it is important to 
address the latter’s rise to power. K.S.B. Ryholt and others have determined that it is most likely 
Amenemhet III did not have any living sons at the time of his death and selected Amenemhet IV 
as his coregent roughly one year before his passing.600 A scene from the temple of Amenemhet 
III and IV at Medinet Madi depicting the King’s Mother Hotepti, who is clearly the mother of 
Amenemhet IV, confirm this theory. Hotepi does not bear any queenly titles, which suggests she 
was of non-royal birth.601 Another indication is that Nefrusobek, who appears to be the bodily 
daughter of Amenemhet III, often associated herself with her father but never with Amenemhet 
IV.602 Amenemhet IV’s position prior to his promotion is unknown, but he was from the family of 
a top-level official, the Overseer of the Fields, Ankhew.603 
The strongest support for coregency between Amenemhet III and IV is Kahun Papyrus 
VI, 21 recto, which records Year 45 of one king along with Years 9 and 10 of another. Based on 
the paleography and the high regnal date, this text most likely refers to Amenemhet III and IV.604 
A series of three co-naming stelae further strengthen the case for co-rule. The Stela of 
Sethemsaf (London BM 258, Fig. 15) depicts the cartouches of both kings flanking the names 
                                                             
599 Schneider, “The Relative Chronology of the Middle Kingdom,” pp. 173-174. 
600 K.S.B. Ryholt, The Political Situation in Egypt during the Second Intermediate Period c. 1800-1550 B.C. 
(Copenhagen: Museum Tusculanum Press, 1997), pp. 209-212; Valloggia, “Amenemhat IV et sa 
Coregence,” pp. 107-133. Although Amenemhet IV dedicated the temple at Medinet Madi to his ‘father,’ 
this was likely just nominal. 
601 Ryholt, The Political Situation, p. 210. 
602 Ryholt, The Political Situation, p. 210. 
603 Ryholt, The Political Situation, pp. 210-211. 
604 F. Ll. Griffith, Hieratic Papyri from Kahun and Gurob (London: B. Quartich, 1898), pls. XIV-XV; Murnane, 
Coregnecies, pp. 13-14. 
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and titles of the owner; although, neither king is mentioned in the body of the inscription.605  
The Stela of Senwosret and Sobekhotep (Louvre C7, Fig. 19)606 and the Stela of Khuy607 also 
preserved the cartouches of both kings. Two additional co-naming objects include a pedestal 







Fig. 19 – The Stela of Senwosret and Sobekhotep (Louvre C7) 
 
 
The decorative program of the temple at Medinet Madi also provides strong evidence in 
favor of coregency as it reflects the participation of both Amenemhet III and IV.610 The 
decoration on the façade and inner court of the temple is equally divided, with Amenemhet III 
being featured on the west side and Amenemhet IV on the east; the decoration of the three 
shrines focuses almost exclusively on Amenemhet III. Murnane has suggested that the 
coregency may have begun after the decoration of rear of the temple, as the reveals to the 
                                                             
605 HTBM II, pl. 50; Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 16; Valloggia, “Amenemhat IV et sa Coregence,” pp. 118-119. 
The inscription indicates that the two made the pedestal in honor of Amun-Re. 
606 Valloggia, “Amenemhat IV et sa Coregence,” p. 119; Gayet, Musee du Louvre, pl. VI; Murnane, 
Coregnecies, p. 16. 
607 Valloggia, “Amenemhat IV et sa Coregence,” 119-120, pl. 13; Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 16. 
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610 Valloggia, “Amenemhat IV et sa,” pp. 114-116; S. Donadoni, “Testi geroglifici di Madinet Madi,” Or 16 
(1947): 333-352, 506-24; Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 14. 
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sanctuaries are also divided in their decorative program, with the two outer reveals featuring 
Amenemhet IV and the inner Amenemhet III.611 Alternatively, Donadoni has proposed that 
Amenemhet III began construction and his son completed it after his death, which would explain 
why he was featured on the western side.612 A similar decorative layout was also used for the 
Royal Shrine at Serabit el-Khadim.613 There, the decoration is divided evenly between 
Amenemhet III on the left and Amenemhet IV on the right, but unfortunately the exact date of 
either king’s contribution is hard to establish. The decoration of this temple and its importance 
is discussed in greater detail in Chapter Six. 
Finally, a series of small items also juxtapose the names of these two kings including: 
two scarabs,614 a small plaque,615 a cylinder seal,616 and a wooden toilet box.617 Unfortunately, 
none of the evidence allows for the proposal of a fixed double-date. Murnane has suggested a 
two to seven-year period of co-rule, while Franke has questioned the validity of the 
documentation.618 Leprohon has determined that the earliest possible accession date for 
Amenemhet IV is Year 44 of Amenemhet III.619 Coregency between Amenemhet IV and 
Sobekneferu is highly unlikely and not widely accepted, due to the sole reign of Amenhotep IV. 
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While a limited number of co-naming objects exist, it is likely that they were all commemorative 
in nature.620  
2.3 – Conclusions  
While many of the individual documents related to coregency during the 12th Dynasty 
remain open to interpretation, the total weight of the evidence supports the existence of a 
series of coregencies beginning with Amenemhet I and Senwosret I and continuing through the 
reign of Amenemhet IV. Furthermore, acceptance of the practice offers the most 
straightforward method for interpreting the sums in the Turin Canon and the relative 
chronology of the period. In addition, the epigraphic and archaeological data from the reigns of 
Senwosret III and Amenemhet III indicates a 19-year period of co-rule. In the following chapters, 
I intend to use the chronological framework established here to re-evaluate the statuary of 
these two kings with the goal of further illuminating this period and exploring the possible role a 
lengthy coregency may have played in the distinctive artistic style of the royal sculptures of 
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CHAPTER THREE: THE DEVELOPMENT OF ROYAL STATUARY DURING THE 
EARLY 12TH DYNASTY 
 
 
Before delving into the statuary of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III, it is important to 
consider the trends present in the royal sculpture of the 12th Dynasty that may have influenced 
the style of those two kings. The brief overview that follows focuses on royal sculpture from the 
reigns of Amenemhet I, Senwosret I, Amenemhet II, and Senwosret II, it also includes a short 
introduction discussing the style of the late 11th Dynasty. With the exception of Senwosret I, a 
very limited number of objects have survived for each of the pharaohs in question, making it 
difficult to draw any far-reaching conclusions about this material. However, the evidence 
available does suggest that the three-dimensional image of kingship during this period was 
responsive to the king’s political roles and his status in relation to coregency.   
3.1 - Introduction 
The reunification of Egypt under Mentuhotep II ushered in a new sense of security 
throughout the country and established Egypt’s Middle Kingdom, an era that was to become a 
golden age for artistic and literary creation and a truly revolutionary period in regard to religion 
and royal ideology. The art of the Middle Kingdom betrays a wide range of visual uses of the 
past and, although the Memphite traditions of the Old Kingdom were briefly renewed, the kings 
of the 11th Dynasty tended to favor the local, Theban traditions they had developed during the 
First Intermediate Period.621  
G. Robins identified a pre- and post-unification style in the relief work of Mentuhotep II, 
but has noted that his statuary does exhibit does not exhibit such a shift.622 The surviving 
                                                             
621 Baines, Visual and Written Culture, p. 194.  
622 G. Robins, The Art of Ancient Egypt (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2008), p. 94. 
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statuary of Mentuhotep II portrays the king with a rectangular head and closely grouped 
features; he has a short, thick neck, a columnar body, and large, heavy legs.623  His facial 
features are superficially carved and have a flat, one-dimensional appearance. His eyes are large 
with a narrow outline and thin brows that run parallel to the cosmetic line. The cheekbones are 
high, and furrows extend from the nostrils down towards the thick lips, which are rimmed with a 
vermillion line. This style changes with the reign of Mentuhotep III, as a more refined attention 














Fig. 20 – Image of Mentuhotep II (New York MMA 26.3.29) 625 
                                                             
623 The description of the sculptural style of Mentuhotep II in this chapter follows: R.E. Freed, “Sculpture 
of the Middle Kingdom,” in A.B. Lloyd (ed.), A Companion to Ancient Egypt IV (Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 
2010), pp. 882-912, p. 887. 
624 The description of the sculptural style of Mentuhotep III in this chapter follows: Freed, “Sculpture of 
the Middle Kingdom,” p. 888.  
625 Images courtesy of the Metropolitan Museum of Art.  
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The statues of Mentuhotep III from Armant are longer and more elegant than those of his 
father; they represent the first known instance of a series of royal figures that were designed for 
a temple to the gods, not a funerary structure – a trend that intensifies during the 12th 

















                      Fig. 21 – Images of Mentuhotep III –  
Left: Boston MFA 38.1395; Right: New York MMA 26.3.29627 
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The art of the early 12th Dynasty reflects the re-centralization of the country, setting a 
new high standard, particularly in relief.628 With the return of the capital to the Memphite 
region, Old Kingdom styles were favored, particularly under Amenemhet I and Senwosret I, 
helping to create a sense of continuity with the past.629 To the contrary, the Theban monuments 
of these two rulers continued the traditions of the 11th Dynasty, reflecting the new power 
structure.  After this early period, styles shifted yet again, revealing the precursor to the more 
naturalistically rendered images that appear with the reign of Senwosret III. Many scholars have 
noted a pessimistic current in the literature and sculptural arts of the 12th Dynasty that reaches 
its highpoint under Senwosret III.630 
A number of new trends in the visualization of the royal image appear during the 12th 
Dynasty that suggest a desire to increase the visual presence of the king throughout the country 
and highlight his relationship with the gods.631 During this period, temples to the gods became 
much more prevalent.632 These structures were now designed with the goal of permanence; 
they served the interests of the gods and brought glory to the king. Architecture, relief, and 
sculpture were transported out of the funerary context and infused with new content, 
anticipating the development of the temple during the New Kingdom.633 One example of this 
strategy is the appearence of the praying royal statue, a type that first emerges during the reign 
                                                             
628 K. Michalowski, L’art de l’ancienne Égypte (Paris: Mazenod, 1968), pp. 196-197.  
629 Baines, Visual and Written Culture, p. 194.  
630 See Section 1.3. 
631 E. Hirsch, “Zur Kultpolitik der 12. Dynastie,” in R. Grundlach and W. Seipel (eds.), Das frühe ägyptische 
Königtum. Akten des 2. Symposiums zur ägyptischen Königsideologie in Wien 24.-26. 9. 1997 (Munich: 
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632 Hirsch, “Zur Kultpolitik,” p. 48.  
633 Hirsch, “Zur Kultpolitik,” p. 52.  
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of Senwosret III, but derived from relief depictions of the king in the White Chapel of Senwosret 
I.634 
The king’s new relationship with the gods and the world had a tremendous impact on 
the royal statuary of the 12th Dynasty. The distribution of gods’ temples reveals a clear interest 
in reaching out to the country as a whole. To furnish these new structures, the kings of the 12th 
Dynasty began to integrate groups of statues within individual cult buildings designed to 
highlight different aspects of the king vis-a-vis the gods; these groups served to convey the 
king’s political message. Starting with the reign of Amenemhet I, we see the first examples of 
statue series that incorporate a number of different visualizations of the king, this strategy 
becomes extremely popular during the late 12th Dynasty.635 H. Sourouzian has suggested that 
the distinctively realistic quality of Middle Kingdom royal statuary was conceived of to convey 
the divinity of the ruler and the strength and power of the king, who ruled in service to the 
gods.636 
As the previous chapter has indicated, there is evidence to suggest that each of the 
kings of the 12th Dynasty was involved in at least one period of co-rule, a factor that has not 
been addressed in any of the art historical analysis that relates to the royal statuary of the early 
12th Dynasty. It is the goal of the present discussion to review the work related to this material 
through the lens of coregency, in order to consider all possible explanations for the ever-shifting 
style of these rulers.   While the prospect of coregency style will be noted where relevant, all of 
the more detailed analysis on the matter will be reserved for Chapter Seven.  
                                                             
634 D. Laboury, “De la relation spatiale entre les personnages des groups statuaires royaux dans l’art 
pharaonique,” RdE 51 (2001): 83-101, p. 88.  
635 Hirsch, “Zur Kultpolitik,” p. 46.  
636 H. Sourouzian, “Features of early Twelfth Dynasty Royal Sculptures,” Bulletin of the Egyptian Museum 2 
(2005): 103-124, p. 103.  
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3.2 – The Early 12th Dynasty: An Overview of Theories  
3.2.1 – The Early Scholarship 
From the 1800’s to the 1920’s archaeologists investigated many of the most important 
Middle Kingdom sites, establishing the body of material that formed the basis for all of the initial 
explorations of the art, history, and archeology of that period.637 A number of early scholars 
focused their attention on the differences between the so-called Theban and Memphite styles 
that appear during the 12th Dynasty and the transition towards a more realistic image.638 Many 
have viewed these developments as a response to the societal breakdown of the late Old 
Kingdom and First Intermediate Period and the subsequent emergence of a new worldview and 
royal ideology.  
The earliest overview of the royal statuary of the Middle Kingdom appears in 1929, in 
H.G. Evers’ Staat aus dem Stein.639 Evers traced a line of development from the reign of 
Amenemhet I to that of Senwosret III that culminated in a revolutionary mode of self-
representation that he equated with the new, aforementioned worldview. R. Hamann also 
observed an evolution from what he has termed the mannerist style of the Early Middle 
Kingdom to the beautiful, ideal style of the 12th Dynasty, which he suggested began in the reign 
of Senwosret I.640 Moving through the dynasty, he detected a deeper harmonization of forms 
leading to a more relaxed, naturalistic image focused on the face. He also proposed that this 
new facial style reflected a ruler who had drawn his experience from life and understood his 
place in the political landscape.641 
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Another early account of the period comes from W.C. Hayes’ first volume of Scepter of 
Egypt, which is based largely on the collection of the Metropolitan Museum of Art.642 Hayes also 
noted a focus on the face, stating that the royal portraits of the 12th Dynasty recorded with 
“searching accuracy”643 the facial features of each king and specific moments during their 
lifetime, as well as indicating the king’s mood and character. He denoted a familial likeness in 
the bony facial structure, prominent cheekbones, heavy brows, and large ears of the examples 
from this period. In addition, he remarked that the facial expressions of these images were often 
grave and display the qualities of strength, intelligence, cynicism, weariness, and disdain; 
emotions he connected to the major political events of the Middle Kingdom.644 
C. Aldred also undertook an analysis of Middle Kingdom Art in Ancient Egypt.645 In his 
view, the style of the period developed from the local southern traits that emerged during the 
late Old Kingdom; he suggested further that the artists goal was to create a true portrait of the 
king.646 He characterized the art of the 11th Dynasty as uncompromisingly formal with a plasticity 
distinctive from the more lively art of the Old Kingdom and a tendency for darker, more somber, 
tones.647 Aldred observed a general softening of the Theban style, after the unification, although 
the evidence for statuary is rather limited. Then, in the corpus of Mentuhotep III, he identified 
the reemergence of the Memphite tradition.648 
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During the Early 12th Dynasty, Aldred linked official examples with the Theban style; 
although, the more idealizing Memphite style still appears. With the reign of Senwosret I, he 
observed the continued juxtaposition of these two styles that result in two distinctive 
physiognomies – one displaying a broad face, thick lips, and wide cheek-bones (Karnak) and the 
other having longer, more refined features (Lisht),649 this observation led him to propose two 
distinct schools of art, one focused on the funerary style of the Old Kingdom and the other 
offering the more realistic, official style.650 He noted further that after this period a relaxation 
occurred in favor of a less austere image, as reflected in the statuary of Amenemhet III. 
Aldred also proposed that the statuary of the Middle Kingdom was designed to convey 
an official royal mood. Further, he believed the Osiris based faith inspired the “more somber 
and massive chthonic architecture and formalized art style”651 of the period. Unlike other early 
scholars, Aldred focused his analysis on what he viewed as a visual distinction between the Re-
centered Old Kingdom and the Osiris-centered Middle Kingdom.652 He noted that the 
religion/world of the living was very active and associated with daylight, while the religion/world 
of the dead was very passive, somber, and dark. He has likened the art to the pessimistic 
literature of the Middle Kingdom, which he suggested highlighted the cynical disillusionment left 
over after the First Intermediate Period.653 For Aldred, the more realistic image of the king as it 
first emerges in the 12th Dynasty is a reflection of the king’s superhuman qualities, which 
eventually fades into a depiction of melancholy and introspection by the reign of Senwosret III.  
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Aldred noted further that the literature of the period presents Amenemhet I and 
Senwosret I as powerful earthly rulers and benevolent gods, making it is possible that royal 
sculpture also served as a form of propaganda.654 He characterized the royal portraits of the 
Middle Kingdom as intimidating, particularly the new use of colossal size. Most royal images of 
the period come from temples dedicated to local gods, giving the impression that these rulers 
were more active builders than their predecessors;655 however, it is also possible that royal 
prerogatives had shifted.  
When W. Wolf examined this material he also observed that the breakdown of the Old 
Kingdom led to a fracturing of the workshop system and the development of a new 
worldview.656 Emphasizing what he perceived to be a peculiar coolness in the statuary of the 
Middle Kingdom, Wolf noted the earthy and primal impression the statue of Mentuhotep II 
expresses with its powerful legs and feet. For Wolf, the art of the late 11th Dynasty was 
characterized by simplicity but during the reign of Amenemhet I, something totally new 
appeared: scale increases, the form of the throne changes, the cosmetic line becomes a single 
swoop, the eyes are less rigid, and the mouth has a quality of movement.657 Simpson, too, 
commented on the juxtaposition of the vigorous nature of the art and architecture of the early 
Middle Kingdom with the “accomplished and yet sometimes bland” revival of the Memphite 
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School.658  In addition, he observed the emergence of a new tradition blending the two styles 
and focusing in on the facial features. 
The analysis of these early scholars has often been highly subjective and in many cases,  
they have based their conclusions on a much smaller corpus of material than what we have 
available today. In addition, a number of factors including a general lack of inscribed or securely 
provenanced images hampered some of the early attempts at attributing this material. While 
these works remain an important cornerstone in our understanding of the cultural, historical, 
religious, and artistic developments of the 12th Dynasty, they also contain a number of outdated 
ideas and theories that no longer seem applicable to the study of this material. Particularly 
problematic is the division of art works into geographic schools, an issue that I explore fully in 
Chapter Four.  
3.2.2 – More Recent Analysis 
In the 1980’s, interest in the art of the 12th Dynasty once again peaked with art 
historians such as D. Wildung, who devoted considerable attention to the expanding repertoire 
of royal images and new archaeological data. Wildung views the Middle Kingdom as a period of 
new self-understanding, in which innovation replaced tradition, and the individual supplanted 
the ideal.659 He identified this newfound individuality in the mortuary temple of Mentuhotep II 
at Deir el-Bahari, which represents a combination of the typical Theban style tomb and the 
classic Memphite royal tomb.660 According to him, this new, more open style also characterizes 
the pictorial representations in the Deir el-Bahari complex, particularly those reliefs from the 
                                                             
658 W.K. Simpson, “The Middle Kingdom in Egypt: Some Recent Acquisitions,” Boston Museum Bulletin 72 
(1974): 100-116, p. 101.  
659 D. Wildung and S. Schoske, Ägyptische Kunst München (Munich: K.M. Lipp Verlag, 1985), p. 29. 
660 Wildung and Schoske, Ägyptische Kunst München, p. 29.  
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chapel of the royal women.661 Wildung observed that during the reign of Amenemhet I the new 
focus on the king’s facial features and the proliferation of royal images indicates a new program 
of royal power, in which the king was no longer hidden, but expressed his omnipresence in the 
form of colossal statues; this program continues in the New Kingdom and Ramesside Period.662  
Wildung views these changes as part of a movement towards personal freedom of 
decision and a new conception of sovereignty.663 He, like Aldred, has linked this to the increased 
focus on Osirian funerary beliefs and a view of the afterlife oriented away from this world and 
its terrestrial conditions. More recently, Wildung has termed the Middle Kingdom a golden age 
in which “the selfconsciousness of man makes the Pharaoh a human being.”664 He has tied the 
new royal ideology to the texts of the period, such as The Instructions of Amenemhet I and The 
Instructions of Merikare, stressing their significance, as both display a critical observation of the 
world and a skeptical attitude towards life and death.665 
Two recent exhibitions in Lille and New York, and now a third in Copenhagen, have 
sparked a renewed interest in the study of Middle Kingdom royal sculpture.666 The most recent 
scholarship suggests that an evolution in both royal and private statuary occurred over the 
course of the 12th Dynasty.667 The early sculpture of Amenemhet I is relatively geometric, but 
                                                             
661 Wildung and Schoske, Ägyptische Kunst München, p. 30. This area of the complex includes the tomb of 
his main queen Neferu as well as the burials of six of his “Royal Favorites,” all of which were decorated 
with relief scenes depicting these women and the roles and relationship with the king.   
662 Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, p. 195. 
663 Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, p. 221.  
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666 F. Morfoisse and G. Andreu-Lanoë (eds.), Sésostris III: Pharaon de Légende (Gand: Editions Snoeck, 
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667 This brief synopsis follows R. Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux de Sesostris III,” in F. Morfoisse and G. 
Andreu-Lanoë (eds.) Sésostris III: Pharaon de Légende, pp. 35-36. 
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with the move to Lisht, the Memphite traditions reappear. During the reign of Senwosret I, the 
image of kingship began its progression to a more naturalistic image, similar to the prototypes 
of the Old Kingdom. The few images of Amenemhet II that we know belong to him show the first 
fruits of the style of Senwosret III. The face shifts to an oval shape with eyebrows that are 
arched in raised relief, in contrast with the lower lids and mouth, which are represented with 
horizontal lines. The mouth is no longer smiling, giving these images a different attitude than 
those of his predecessors. Changes occur more rapidly under Senwosret II, whose statue from 
Mit-Rahineh668 illustrates key alterations to the king’s visage, leading to more a realistic 
representation. This new facial style, characterized by a heightened realism, then takes its full 
expression during the reign of Senwosret III.  
The following sections will examine the key traits of the royal statuary of each of the 
four kings leading up to the reign of Senwosret III. The goal of this chapter is not to provide an 
exhaustive review of the known corpus of each king, but to define the general trends and 
developments of the period and to identify how the image of kingship may have reacted to the 
practice of coregency.  
3.3 – The Statuary  
3.3.1 – Amenemhet I 
Amenemhet I ruled for a total of 29 years, including a likely 10-year coregency with his 
son and successor, Senwosret I. Unfortunately, the main corpus of his known images includes 
only two inscribed examples that preserve the head of the king.669 The first is the seated granite 
colossus from Tanis (Cairo JE 37470, Fig. 23) that depicts the king wearing the crown of Upper 
                                                             
668 Copenhagen AEIN 659 
669 Hayes initially dated MMA 08.200.2 to the reign of Amenemhet I; however, it is now thought to date to 
either Amenemhet IV or Sobeknefru. He also attributed MMA 12.183.6, which likely dates to the early 
13th Dynasty. Hayes, “Royal Portraits,” pp. 119-123; Hayes, Scepter, p. 175. 
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Egypt;670 the second, another seated granite colossus, this time from Khatana (Cairo JE 60520, 
Fig. 23), shows the king with the nemes.671 Sourouzian dated several additional examples to the 
reign of Amenemhet I, including: three dyads representing the king with Bastet,672 Amun,673 and 
Sekhmet674 respectively, a group statue from Karnak,675 and a possible bust from a fourth dyad 
found at Tod (Cairo JE 67345).676 She noted that a number of the distinctive stylistic and 
iconographic components related to the new, 12th Dynasty image of kingship first appear during 
the reign of Amenemhet I.  
A brief overview of this material is necessary in order to understand fully the key 
features that define the style of Amenemhet I.677 The nemes of the Khatana statue has regular 
pleats of equal width and a specific form of the body of the uraeus that extends over the top of 
the head with numerous loops; both of these traits also appear on certain statues of Senwosret 
I. The white crown of the Tanis colossus has no band on the nemes, so the uraeus joins at its 
lower edge. Both images portray Amenemhet I with an oval face-shape, full cheeks, straight 
eyebrows, oblique and closely spaced eyes, flaring cosmetic lines, and small schematized ears 
with fleshy lobes. He also has a short nose with a narrow root and large base flanked by two 
bulges of muscle, a large well-modeled chin, and a beard. Freed has related the roundness 
                                                             
670 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, pls. 15-17. 
671 H. Gauthier, “Une nouvelle statue d’Amenemhet Ier,” in Mélanges Maspero I: Orient ancient I (Cairo: 
IFAO, 1934), pp. 43-53, p. 44. 
672 Gauthier, “Une nouvelle statue,” p. 53. 
673 A. Mariette, Karnak, étude topographique et archéologique (Paris: J.C. Hinrichs, 1875), p. 41, pl. 8d. 
674 Bisson de la Roque, Tod (1934 a 1936), (Cairo: FIFAO, 1937), p. 105, fig. 59. 
675 M. Seidel, Die Königlichen Statuengruppen (Hildesheim: Gerstenberg, 1996), p. 42. 
676 Sourouzian, “Features of early Twelfth Dynasty Royal Sculptures,” pp. 103-124. 
677 The following descriptions of Cairo JE 37470 and JE 60520 are based on the work of Sourouzian, who 
offered the most in-depth examination of these two objects. Sourouzian, “Features of early Twelfth 
Dynasty Royal Sculptures,” pp. 104-105.  
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present in the face of the Tanis sculpture to the shrouded figure of Mentuhotep III from Luxor 





















Fig. 22 – The Tanis and Khatana Statues of Amenemhet I 
(Cairo JE 37470 and JE 60520)679 
 
Both bodies have smooth well-modeled shoulders, arms, and chests. Their legs are 
muscular with angular edges, protruding patella, large, powerful calves that almost touch, a 
well-defined tibia, and two large parallel depressions that run along the external face of each 
leg. The king wears a shendjet kilt without the animal tail and a plain belt adorned with a 
                                                             
678 R.E. Freed, “An Addition to the Corpus of Statuary of Amenemhet I,” in R. Jasnow and K.M. Cooney 
(eds.), Joyful in Thebes: Egyptological Studies in Honor of Betsy M. Bryan (Atlanta: Lockwood Press, 2015), 
pp. 131-144, p. 135.  
679 Left: Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, pls. 15-17; Right: Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt 
Transformed, p. 54, fig. 46.  
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horizontal cartouche containing the name Amenemhet. His chest is short and his waist high, and 
in both cases the king grasps a handkerchief680 in his right hand in a fist placed horizontally on 
his right thigh. The throne base of both statues is narrow with a low backrest – a style that 
occurs in the smaller statuary of Senwosret I (such as New York MMA 26.6). Only the Tanis 
example has a back pillar. Sourouzian has proposed that the titles on the Tanis colossus suggest 
a Memphite origin.681 The inscription on the Khatana statue mentions the first Sed-Festival of 
Amenemhet I;682 therefore, it most likely reflects the latter stage of his rule.683 
In relation to the dyads, only the lower portions survive; like the colossi, all are red 
granite.684 The Fayum dyad depicts the king and Bastet embracing. Traces of the pharaoh’s belt 
buckle are preserved that show the remains of his cartouche in which the name Amenemhet 
appears. The front of the throne is inscribed with the titulary of the king and the sides and back 
bear the sema-tawy motif. In the case of the Karnak dyad, which likely portrays the king and 
Amun, the deity and the pharaoh’s name have been totally obliterated. Amenemhet I sits with 
his right hand in a fist and his left flat. In the Tod example, he embraces the goddess Sekhmet 
and the sema-tawy motif appears on the back of the throne. All three examples maintain the 
iconographic traits of the Tanis and Khatana statues.685 Further, all of the seated dyads from the 
                                                             
680 H.G. Fischer, “An Elusive Shape within the Fisted Hands of Egyptian Statues,” MMJ 10 (1975): 9-21. 
681 Sourouzian, “Features of early Twelfth Dynasty Royal Sculptures,” p. 104. She bases this conclusion the 
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683 Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits,” p. 39; Simpson, “Studies in the Twelfth Egyptian Dynasty: I-II,” pp. 60-
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684 For more information on the identification of this group see: Sourouzian, “Features of early Twelfth 
Dynasty Royal Sculptures,” pp. 105-106.  
685 Sourouzian, “Features of early Twelfth Dynasty Royal Sculptures,” p. 105.  
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reigns of Amenemhet I and Senwosret I share the same rectangular throne type with a low 
backrest and no back slab or individual back pillar.686  
The Antiquities Department excavated the final example;687 it has texts that Ramses II 
re-inscribed, after removing the name of the previous owner and the original deity. Sourouzian 
suggested that it originally represented Wadjet of Buto in her human form. She has also noted 
that both the material and dimensions are similar to those of the other three dyads and that the 
iconography is identical, features that make a date of Amenemhet I likely.688 Like the individual 
statues, this group of dyads does not wear the animal tail – a feature that does not reappear 
until the reign of Senwosret I.  
Sourouzian notes one further addition to the corpus, a royal head found in Tell el Iswid 
in 1924 and sent to the Egyptian Museum (Cairo JE 48070).689 The figure’s head is broken at the 
neck, its nose is destroyed, and its lips are worn down; the top of the head, the ears, and uraeus 
have all sustained damaged. The oval-shaped face and its features are generally in line with the 
better-established examples of Amenemhet I. However, Sourouzian noted an anomaly on the 
top of the head; the loops of the uraeus are thicker and bolder than they are on other examples. 
They begin precisely at the axis of the forehead then veer right as they approach the back of the 
head and the tail is missing its usual pointed end. Therefore, she has suggested it may be a 
modern forgery.690 
                                                             
686 Sourouzian, “Features of early Twelfth Dynasty Royal Sculptures,” p. 106.  
687 F. El-Makkawi, “Recent Excavations at Tell el Fara,” DE special number 1 (1989), pp. 204-205. 
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H.G. Evers was one of the first scholars to conduct a thorough investigation of the 12th 
Dynasty royal statuary known at that time, beginning with the reign of Amenemhet I.691 He saw 
the Tanis colossus as a representation of the artistic possibilities of the new generation and an 
example of a style never seen before.692 He interpreted the statuary of Amenemhet I as the 
juncture for further stylistic developments that occur over the course of the dynasty. He 
identified a clear distinction between the life-size fragments from Karnak, Arsinoe, and the Sinai, 
which he related to Mentuhotep II and the new form and size of the statue from Tanis.693 Its 
base is the first of a series of Middle Kingdom throne bases that combine the royal titulary and 
sema-tawy motif on the side of the throne, and it is also the first example of a royal figure at a 
colossal scale. In addition, the reappearance of the back pillar marks a change from the statuary 
of the late 11th Dynasty.  
The most significant transformation during the reign of Amenemhet I is the elevation of 
the statue to the monumental level.694 During the Old Kingdom, statuary functioned as one 
element of a monument that also included architecture and relief decoration. In the Middle 
Kingdom, these various elements became isolated as statuary was liberated from a purely 
funerary context and in some cases from any architecture at all.695 Throughout the 12th dynasty 
royal statuary was meant for display and interaction; only a small number of examples derive 
from funerary contexts. During this period, the king served as the embodiment of state power in 
the form of a living human.696  
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Royal statues in non-funerary temples allowed the king to have a continuous presence 
in all the sacred spaces throughout the country; these images served simultaneously as a 
repository for the royal ka, a focal point for cult, and as mediators between the divine and 
human realms.697 They could also act to associate the king with a particular deity.698 Sphinxes 
become more popular during this period and originally had a protective function, appearing in 
pairs at temple entrances.699 These couples represented the two lions that guard the horizon; 
the lion itself is also associated with the strength and power of the king.700 Seated or standing 
colossi also occur in a similar fashion, and these types of images would have had the broadest 
visual impact.701   
Evers linked the new 12th Dynasty style to the literary tradition of the period, especially 
the Teachings of Amenemhet I.702 In the Tanis statue, he observed a unity and human 
appearance that overrides its rigid surfaces and angles.703 The cosmetic lines turn up at the ends 
following the bony structure of the face, the forehead is small, the eyes are small with enlarged 
canthi, and the mouth is uplifted. For Evers, these images fall just outside the modern 
conception of portraiture. Do. Arnold has identified the following traits in the royal statuary of 
the Early Middle Kingdom, including the reigns of Nebhepetre-Mentuhotep II, Amenemhet I, 
and Senwosret I: a multi-looped uraeus, flaring cosmetic lines, abstracted ears, and a sharply 
                                                             
697 G. Robins, Egyptian Statues, (Buckinghamshire: Shire Publications Ltd, 2001), p. 35.  
698 Robins, Egyptian Statues, p. 36.  
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700 Robins, Egyptian Statues, p. 36. 
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delineated mouth.704 She noted that these early representations did not depict the living king, 
but rather the idealized image that the ruler wanted reflected to their subjects. Somewhat to 
the contrary, Baines has noted a new development beginning in the reigns of Amenemhet I and 
Senwosret I focused on a more individual physiognomy than in previous periods, citing for 
example, the overly large ears that characterize all of the images from this dynasty.705 
The most recent and substantial study of the corpus of Amenemhet I appears in R. 
Freed’s analysis of a head now located in the MFA, Boston.706 This object initially appeared in 
the Sotheby New York sale catalogue of the June 11, 2010 and was identified as, “An Egyptian 
Granite Head of a King, 30th Dynasty.”707 A year later the dealer who purchased the piece offered 
it at the Masterpiece London Fair – with a great deal of restoration having been removed.708 The 
removal of early restorations allowed Freed to date the object properly to Amenemhet I. She 
has described the head as having tightly grouped features including broad cheeks, a wide space 
between lower lip and chin, and naturally rendered eyebrows and eyes with arched upper lids,  
downward slanting inner canthi, and flat but contoured eye balls; the bridge of the nose is 
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Fig. 23 – Boston Head of Amenemhet I 






According to Freed, its broad face, high cheekbones, and shallow integration of the 
facial features date the sculpture to the Early Middle Kingdom. It is unlikely the head dates to 
the 11th Dynasty date as it is iconography is less geometric and exaggerated than the known 
examples of Mentuhotep II and III.712 The Boston head wears a nemes with broad equally spaced 
pleats created using alternate raised and sunk relief, a style that first appears in the reign of 
Amenemhet I.713 The style of the uraeus and other elements of the nemes are also similar to the 
known examples of Amenemhet I.  
In contrast, the sculptures of Senwosret I, which are much more numerous, differ 
distinctly in style. However, there is a continuity of style from father to son, particularly amongst 
the sculptures of Senwosret I from non-funerary contexts;714 which most likely came from 
                                                             
711 Photograph © of the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston.  
712 Freed, “An Addition to the Corpus,” p. 134.  
713 Freed, “An Addition to the Corpus,” p. 135.  
714 Freed, “An Addition to the Corpus,” p. 136.  
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earlier in the reign. For example, the colossal statues of Senwosret I from Tanis and Alexandria 
share the round compact face and prominent cheekbones of the Tanis sculpture of Amenemhet 
I; in general, the face of Senwosret I has larger eyes and more pronounced raised relief 
eyebrows.715 Many of the images of Senwosret I have a more plastic treatment of the flesh, 
particularly around the mouth, in comparison with those of his father, Freed has noted London 
BM 924, Berlin 1205, and Luxor J.174 in particular.716 These traits do not appear on the Boston 
head. A further distinguishing detail is the number of loops in the body of the uraeus; Senwosret 
I usually has 6-8 single loops, while the Khatana statue of Amenemhet I has 13. The Lisht 
funerary sculptures of Senwosret I form another coherent stylistic group, whose style also 
differs from that of the Boston head.717   
The head does have some traits that distinguish it from the other known examples of 
Amenemhet I: it is made of granodiorite, it lacks plastic eyebrows and cosmetic lines, and it has 
no beard. However, these features do not prohibit Freed’s proposed date. She has suggested 
that a comparison with the broader corpus of royal and divine sculpture from Amenemhet I 
underscores her attribution.718 There are known examples of Senwosret I that preserve paint for 
the eyebrows and cosmetic lines and there are also beardless examples, indicating a wider 
variety of styles likely existed than has been previously assumed.719   
Freed’s work indicates that some of the formerly undated early Middle Kingdom statues 
could potentially depict Amenemhet I. First is New York MMA 66.99.4, whose forehead, eyes, 
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mouth, cheeks, and ears suggest Amenemhet I.720 This head is slightly smaller than the one in 
Boston, but both have compact features, flesh folds at the top of the nostril, a low curve nemes, 
and a uraeus with multiple, compact loops.721 Next is Louvre E 10299, which Freed has also 
ascribed to Amenemhet I based on the shape of its face, eyebrows, almond-shaped eyes, flesh 
folds at top of nostrils, mouth, chin, nemes style, and 13-loop uraeus.722 Like the Boston head, 
this image does not have a beard. Sourouzian has dated this example to Senwosret I,723 but 
Freed, Delange, and Lorand all agree it depicts Amenemhet I.724 Further, Cairo JE 48070, the life-
size basalt head from Tell Iswid, shares the same features, including the 13-loop uraeus body 
and lack of beard725 and similarly a head from the Museo Nacional de la Bellas Artes in Havana 
(No. 27), and a life-size gray granite head that Lipinska thought might represent Senwosret I,726 
but Lorand has attributed to Amenemhet I.727 These additions would bring the total number of 
preserved heads of Amenemhet I up to seven. 
If Freed is correct, a new picture of the reign of Amenemhet I emerges indicating that he 
commissioned sculptures in an array of materials including granodiorite, granite, travertine, and 
greywacke.728 Of the seven examples Freed has analyzed, five are roughly life-size, one is 
colossal, and one is under-life-size. In all but one example, the king wears the nemes, and in all 
cases the nose and hood of the uraeus appears to have deliberate damage. Five preserve the 
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head only; of those four have no beard, and one is the head of a sphinx. In addition to these is 
the group of dyads and the group statue that Sourouzian attributed to this king. This material 
indicates that during his reign Amenemhet I had more statuary created and the features were 
quite diverse.729 Finds from the Delta, Memphite region, Karnak, Armant, and Tod reveal his 
works were spread throughout the country. Further, if the small travertine head found off the 
coast of Tyre (New York MMA 66.99.4) made its way there during his reign, it suggests a level of 
internationalism previously unattested.730  
This overview of the statuary of Amenemhet I reveals the presence of two distinctive 
formal styles, an early style characterized by the representation of the king from Tanis and a 
later style represented by the Khatana statue. The Tanis sculpture (Cairo JE 37470) is similar to 
the statue of Mentuhotep III from Luxor (New York MMA 26.3.29), but with a more rectangular 
face, while the Khatana statue (Cairo JE 60520) shares a number of traits with the early statues 
of his son and successor, Senwosret I. The bodies of both are similar. Further, the Khatana 
statue preserves an inscription that mentions the Sed-Festival of Amenemhet I, confirming its 
position in the latter stage of the king’s reign. 
3.3.2 – Senwosret I 
Senwosret I reigned for approximately 45 years including a probable 10-year coregency 
with his father and a 2-3-year coregency with his son and successor, Amenemhet II. The latest 
estimates indicate that the corpus of known royal images from his reign numbers at around 90 
examples. Do. Arnold has identified a number of key differences between representations of 
Amenemhet I and Senwosret I.731 The former generally has a round face with full cheeks, flat, 
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almond-shaped eyes positioned high up in the head, and a relatively small mouth with full 
rounded lips. Even though one (or maybe both) of the inscribed images of Amenemhet I come 
from late in his reign, they still largely resemble the Metropolitan Museum of Art’s head of 
Mentuhotep II (New York MMA 66.99.3, Fig. 20).732 The statuary of Senwosret I features a U-
shaped face with a heightened emphasis on the bony structure and jaws, a broad headband, 
and taut lips. Smiling yet pursed lips appear on many of the inscribed images of this king, which 
Arnold has related to the “confident, effective, and highly motivated persona conveyed by 
idealizing historical sources.”733 A tense musculature around the nostrils marks almost all of the 
examples of the statuary of Senwosret I.734 
D. Lorand views the image of Senwosret I as both a vehicle of political identity linked 
with the renewal of power under Mentuhotep II, as well as a justification of the restoration of 
the focus on the solar religion of the pharaohs of the Old Kingdom.735 The king’s facial 
physiognomy changes over the course of his reign, progressing towards a naturalism that 
represents an evolution of the perception of Egyptian kingship. Lorand has noted a transition 
from a pharaonic institution dominated by the presence of the gods and a royal portrait 
presenting a sovereign responsible for his own decisions.736 
Evers divided the roughly 25 examples known to him into three categories: the tomb 
statuary, the Upper Egyptian monumental statuary, and the Lower Egyptian monumental 
statuary.737 The seated series from Lisht (Fig. 24) represents the traditional Middle Kingdom 
                                                             
732 Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 19, pp. 75-76. 
733 Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 19, p. 76. 
734 Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 20, pp. 76-77. 
735 D. Lorand, “La statuaire royale de Sésostris Ier: art et politique au début de la 12e dynastie,” Bulletin de 
la Société Française d'Égyptologie 180 (2011): 23-43, p. 41.  
736 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 41.  
737 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 31.  
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funerary style; the form of the body is closest to that of the Tanis statue of Amenemhet I.738 The 
absence of a back pillar creates a separation between the human form and the architectural 
elements and a strong muscular tension anchors the body in place. Evers also highlighted a 
contrast between sharpness and softness and the lack of plastic cosmetic lines, suggesting that 
they display a struggle between the desire for clarity of form and the strong sense of reality as 
expressed in the private sculpture of the period.739 He also noted a disunity amongst the 






















Fig. 24 – Images of Senwosret I from Lisht 
Left: Cairo CG 411 (Seated); Right: Cairo CG 389 (Shrouded)741 
                                                             
738 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 32. 
739 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 32.  
740 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 33.  
741 Left: Lorand, “The ‘Four Schools of Art’ of Senwosret I,” pl. 10.1; Right: Lorand, “The ‘Four Schools of 
Art’ of Senwosret I,” pl. 10.2. 
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For Evers, the Osiride pillars, also from Lisht (Fig. 25), have a completely different style 
and purpose, leading him to propose that they came from later in the reign or from a different 
workshop.742 The pillars showcase the human and architectural elements as one, with structure 
being the most important component. Nevertheless, they belong to the funerary material. He 
classified the funerary images as timeless, in that they do not address a specific concern. 
According to Evers, this type could occur only at a funerary temple, in that it is not 
representative the state.743 Despite all their differences, Evers related all of the funerary statues 
to the Old Kingdom as they were merely representations of a generic king; a concept Evers 










           
 
Fig. 25 – Images of Senwosret I from Upper Egypt 
Left: Cairo CG 42007 (Karnak); Right: Cairo CG 38230 (Abydos)745 
                                                             
742 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 34.  
743 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 35.  
744 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 35. 




Evers related the new style of the Upper Egyptian monuments to the skepticism that 
resulted from the First Intermediate Period and the literature reflecting the Early Middle 
Kingdom. The reign of Senwosret I marks the beginning of a movement that expresses the texts 
of the period visually, a journey that culminates with the reign of Senwosret III.746 Evers traced 
this trend to the new role of monumental sculpture under Senwosret I and distinguished him as 
the archetype of the new practical politician of the Middle Kingdom.747 Evers observed a new, 
more realistic sense in the rendering of the king’s facial features in the statuary from Upper 
Egypt (Fig. 25);748 supplanting the religious feeling generated by previous images. In addition, 
statuary begins to emerge as a decorative element, a trend that continues into the New 
Kingdom.749  
Evers likened his Lower Egyptian Monumental group (Fig. 26) to the Tanis statue of 
Amenemhet I and has identified the presence of a human element absent from the Upper 
Egyptian material.750 Further, despite the reappearance of the back pillar and a return to 
architectural structure, the freedom and naturalness of the human form is strengthened.751 The 
details of the body and musculature are well defined, leading Evers to suggest that this group 
represented a highpoint, where all of the elements of the body flow together to create a 
uniform figure.752 He views this series as the opposite of the Lisht statues and the precursors to 
the style of Amenemhet II. This designation is problematic as it is likely the Tanis examples were 
not originally set up at that site. 
                                                             
746 For a through discussion of this concept see Sections 1.3 and 2.1.3. 
747 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 37.  
748 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 37; this group includes the statues from Karnak and Abydos. 
749 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 37.  
750 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 38, pl. 36-41. 
751 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 38.  















Fig. 26 – Image of Senwosret I from Tanis (Cairo CG 384)753 
 
The faces of the Lower Egyptian figures betray a new form of organization. The large 
eyes now dominate the face and are comprised of a horizontally constructed lower lid and an 
arched upper lid.754 Evers describes the eyes as being much deeper and almost hanging down, 
causing the cheeks to push forward creating a plateau and indicating that they were designed to 
be viewed from below.755 The head is not just round, its form follows the naturally occurring 
features of the skull and accentuates the underlying bony structure. He also noted a tension in 
the muscles of the chest and abdomen. In this group, the eyes are the focal point, the nose is 
larger, and the musculature of the mouth is accentuated. This facial style represents a new 
image of kingship focused on the individual personality of the monarch.756   
                                                             
753 Lorand, “The ‘Four Schools of Art’ of Senwosret I,” pl. 11.2. 
754 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 39.  
755 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 40.  
756 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 40.  
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In 1988, Sourouzian published a detailed study of a series of red granite colossi found at 
Tanis, Bubastis, and Memphis some of which Ramses II had usurped and some that scholars 
have attributed to him; she was the first to identify the images correctly as that of Senwosret 
I.757 Petrie had discovered the Tanis fragments amongst the debris surrounding the Great Portal 
of the main temple. Later, Montet reassembled them and they remain at the site presently.758 
The statues are c. 7.60 m in height; the faces are badly eroded and that of the northern colossus 
betrays some reworking.759 Naville uncovered fragments of a similar pair in Bubastis; the more 
well-preserved head remains in situ along with several additional fragments.760 Borchardt has 
also dated two heads from Mit Rahina (Cairo CG 643 and Cairo CG 644/JE 27842, Fig. 27) to the 
Middle Kingdom;761 in addition, a third head from the same site, that  Ramses II usurped (Cairo 
JE 45085), has similar features.762 The final pair in this series also comes from Mit Rahina, one 
was touring the US, and the other is dismantled in the Mit Rahina Museum.  
All nine of the statues in Sourouzian’s group are red granite and have a white crown 
without an uraeus, a striped or plain beard linked to the crown in relief by a chin strap, narrow 
eyes that were later widened, deeply cut horizontal inner canthi with later reshaping, a straight 
mouth, and an almost rectangular face with thick cheeks. Those that are fully preserved show 
the king standing on a high pedestal leaning against a huge back slab with a broad, round-
topped intermediary plinth behind the body that narrows as it reaches the neck and crown. He 
                                                             
757 H. Sourouzian, “Standing royal colossi of the Middle Kingdom reused by Ramesses II,” MDAIK 44 
(1988): 229-254.  
758 P. Monet, Les Nouvelles fouilles de Tanis (1929-1932), (Paris: 1933), pl. XXII-XXIII; Petrie, Tanis (London: 
Trubner, 1885), pl. V, pp. 13, 24.  
759 Sourouzian, “Standing royal colossi,” p. 230. 
760 Naville, Bubastis, pp. 14, 35, pl. XXXIIIc; Evers, Staat aus dem Stein II, pl. XII, fig. 62, p. 105, no. 675. 
761 Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten II, pp. 188-189, pl. 118.  
762 Sourouzian, “Standing royal colossi,” p. 231.  
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wears a shendjet kilt with a dagger in the belt and a bull tail. The three complete examples from 














Fig. 27 – Colossal Red Granite Head of Senwosret I from Mit Rahina (Cairo CG 634)763 
 
When Sourouzian compared this group to the more typical corpus of Ramses II, she 
noticed a number of iconographic, anatomical, and stylistic anomalies that suggest that the 
originals could not have dated earlier than the 12th Dynasty and she found that the shape and 
details of the crown align most closely with those of Senwosret I.764 She has related the Old 
                                                             
763 Sourzian, “Standing royal colossi,” pl. 65.  
764 For example, a band at the font of the crown first appears during the reign of Senwosret III (London 
BM EA 608; Cairo CG 42011) and, during the Middle Kingdom, the outermost borders of the crown’s 
upper and lower tabs either end together, or the lower tab – from Senwosret III on – markedly recedes 
until it is a narrow strip embracing the ear. Further, the chinstrap is either painted or appears in shallow 
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Kingdom traits such as the back slab, marked clavicles, and musculature of the legs to the revival 
of many Old Kingdom traditions during the very early 12th Dynasty.765 Her work also reveals that 
the earliest example of a dagger in the belt dates to Senwosret I, not Amenemhet III as was 
previously thought.766  
Sourouzian has divided the statuary of Senwosret I into three chronological phases. 
Statuary from her Early Period includes the shrouded royal figures from Lisht (Cairo CG 400, 401, 
402; Fig. 24), the sphinx head in Cairo (Cairo CG 42007; Fig. 25), the head of a shrouded figure 
from Abydos (Fig. 25), and two standing statues from Karnak.767 She has observed that all of 
these early works have a mild expression and more youthful features, which are then replaced 
by a “rigorous show of authority” and signs of serious maturity. To her Middle Period, she has 
ascribed: Berlin 1205, London BM 924, the shrouded figure from Karnak, and the two seated 
colossi from Tanis (Fig. 26).768 To her Final Period, she has dated the aforementioned group of 
colossal statuary found in the Delta. As five of the statues were from Mit Rahina, she has 
proposed their style was Memphite and that they originally stood in a temple that Senwosret I 
built at that site.769 
As a part of her investigation of the reign of Senwosret I, N. Favry also examined the 
corpus of royal statuary attributed to him.770 She has stated that Sesostris I was one of the first 
to put forward his own ideological vision in the form of sculpture.771 Her work examined a total 
                                                             
or low relief on a number of statues. These features change during the New Kingdom. Sourouzian, 
“Standing royal colossi,” pp. 234-236, 241.  
765 Sourouzian, “Standing royal colossi,” p. 242.  
766 Sourouzian, “Standing royal colossi,” pp. 248-250. 
767 Sourouzian, “Standing royal colossi,” pp. 252-253.  
768 Sourouzian, “Standing royal colossi,” pp. 252-253.  
769 Sourouzian, “Standing royal colossi,” p. 254.  
770 N. Favry, Sesostris Ier et le début de la XIIe dynastie (Paris: Pygmalion, Flammarion, 2009). 
771 Favry, Sesostris Ier, p. 217. 
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of around 30 royal statues and she has identified a number of stylistic schools, suggesting a 
relative freedom amongst the artisans of the period.772  She also observed two main influences – 
the Theban style and the Memphite style.  
Lorand has done extensive analysis focused solely on the statuary of Senwosret I.773 In 
his first publication on the topic he took aim at the validity of Vandier’s four schools of art – 
Delta, Memphite, Fayum, and Theban – which the latter has used to account for the variations 
present in the statuary of the Middle Kingdom. The majority of the images in Vandier’s Fayum 
School come from the king’s funerary complex at Lisht and he characterized them as displaying 
an idealized facial physiognomy.774 The primary example of this group is the series of seated 
limestone statues from the pyramid’s outer enclosure (Cairo CG 411-420; Fig. 24). Vandier 
described them as representative of a young, calm pharaoh with a generally realistic torso and 
chest, but an overall tendency toward idealization.775  
There are four seated statues in Vandier’s Delta School, three from Tanis (Cairo RT 
8/2/21/1, Berlin AM 7265, and Cairo JE 37465; Fig. 29) and one from Alexandria (Cairo CG 384; 
Fig. 26); the faces are badly damaged, making any comparisons difficult. Vandier drew a 
                                                             
772 Favry, Sesostris Ier, p. 220.  
773 His major analysis of the corpus can be found in the following; however, he has authored a number of 
additional publications related to various components and sculptural groups. D. Lorand, “The ‘Four 
Schools of Art’ of Senwosret I. Is it Time for a Revision” in K.A. Kothay (ed.) Art and Society Ancient and 
Modern Contexts of Egyptian Art. Proceeding of the International Conference held at the Museum of Fine 
Arts, Budapest, 13-15 May 2010 (Budapest: Museum of Fine Arts, 2012), pp. 47-56; D. Lorand, “La 
statuaire royale de Sésostris Ier: art et politique au début de la 12e dynastie,” Bulletin de la Société 
Française d'Égyptologie 180 (2011): 23-43; D. Lorand, “The Archetype of Kingship: Who Senwosret I 
claimed to be, How and Why,” in G. Miniaci and W. Gratjetzki (eds.), The World of Middle Kingdom Egypt 
(2000-1550 BC), vol. 1 (London: Golden House Publications, 2015), pp. 205-220; D. Lorand, Art et politique 
sous Sésostris Ier. Littérature, sculpture et architecture dans leur context historique (Turnhout: 
Monumenta Aegyptiaca XIII, Brepols, 2012). 
774 J. Vandier, Manuel d’archéologie égyptienne III (Paris: A. et J. Picard, 1952), p. 173; Lorand, “The ‘Four 
Schools of Art’ of Senwosret I,” p. 47.  
775 Vandier, Manuel III, p. 173.  
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connection between this group and the Tanis statue of Amenemhet I (Cairo JE 37470; Fig. 28),776 
noting that while they all have a similar construction and mouth, the shape of the eyes is specific 
to the reign of Senwosret I. The eyebrows are also distinctive and are carved in raised relief to 
follow the curve of the eye.  
The statues of his Memphite School include Berlin 1205 and London BM EA 44, both of 
which are from Memphis. They are also very stylistically distinct from the Lisht group. They have 
more prominent cheekbones, deeply modeled, horizontal eyes, and an angular, more 
accentuated mouth. Vandier has highlighted their “exquisite human expression of life” in 
comparison with the idealistic Fayum School.777 The bodies are refined and well modeled, traits 
he associated with the realistic school of the 4th Dynasty.778 His final group, the Theban School 
leaves behind the “peculiar brutality” of the 11th Dynasty, but lacks the sensibility of late 12th 
Dynasty statuary;779 this group includes Cairo CG 38230, Cairo JE 48851, and Cairo CG 42007; Fig. 
25). Vandier defined these images as vigorous and unconventional.780  
At the time of his 2010 article Lorand was working with a catalogue of 73 statues 
compared to the 36 examples known to Vandier.781 Lorand’s main problems with the latter’s 
work is his failure to take into account the history of each statue, its mode of production, the 
mobility of artists, or the 45-year duration of the king’s reign.782 The many flaws in this system of 
classification are discussed further in Chapter Four, but the usurpation of the Tanis statues is 
just one example that makes it clear Vandier’s method is outdated. Establishing a chronology for 
                                                             
776 Vandier, Manuel III, p. 175.  
777 Vandier, Manuel III, p. 176. 
778 Vandier, Manuel III, pp. 176-177. 
779 Vandier, Manuel III, p. 177.  
780 Vandier, Manuel III, p. 177.  
781 Lorand, “The ‘Four Schools of Art’ of Senwosret I,” p. 49.  
782 Lorand, “The ‘Four Schools of Art’ of Senwosret I,” p. 50.  
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the statuary is complex as there are no dated inscriptions and none are mentioned in dated 
epigraphic documents. It is also impossible to connect any examples to the various dated quarry 
inscriptions and only a limited number come from a datable context. 
Through an examination of the statues from Karnak (Year 10), Lisht (Years 10-24/25), 
and Abydos (Year 9), Lorand has established a possible chronological evolution of style.783 
Unfortunately, the works of Amenemhet I and II are not as well known, making it difficult to 
seriate the statues. He has proposed that the two known statues of Amenemhet I (Cairo JE 
37470 and JE 60520) show similarities with the shrouded colossus of Senwosret I from Abydos 
(Cairo CG 38230) and his sphinx from Karnak (Cairo CG 42007), which he has dated to Years 9 
and 10 respectively (Fig. 29).  He has highlighted the rounded face, full cheeks, smile, and 










Fig. 28 – The Early Style of Senwosret I 
Cairo JE 37470 (Amenemhet I), Cairo JE 60520 (Amenemhet I); Cairo CG 38230 (Abydos, Year 9), 
Cairo CG 42007 (Karnak, Year 10)784 
 
 
                                                             
783 Lorand, “The ‘Four Schools of Art’ of Senwosret I,” pp. 51-52; Lorand, Art et politique, pp. 57-58.  
784 Top Left: Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, pls. 15-17; Top Right: Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt 
Transformed, p. 54, fig. 46; Lower Left: Lorand, “The ‘Four Schools of Art’ of Senwosret I,” pl. 11.1; Lower 
Right: Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, pl. 33. 
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In contrast, Lorand has likened the so-called Delta group with the style of Amenemhet II, 
as both groups share a distinctive rendering of the eye and mouth. He has cited Fay, who first 
proposed that Cairo JE 37465 and Louvre A 23, a statue depicting Amenemhet II, displaced an 
uninterrupted stylistic transition and certainly came from the same royal school (Fig. 29). These 
main stylistic divisions indicate an evolution from rounded, voluminous, and geometric figures 
to more subtle, naturalistic works of art; an evolution that is also present in the relief work.785 In 
regard to Vandier’s schools, Lorand’s work indicates that while it is clear that several schools or 
workshops produced the statuary, their differences most likely relate to shifts over the 45-year 










Fig. 29 – The Late Style of Senwosret I 
Left: Cairo CG 37465 (Senwosret I); Right: Louvre A 23 (Amenemhet II)786 
 
 
Lorand has defined two main complications that he believes have hampered the 
previous analysis of the sculptural corpus of Senwosret I. First, is the possibility of coregency 
                                                             
785 Lorand, “The ‘Four Schools of Art’ of Senwosret I,” p. 52.  
786 Left: Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pl. 74; Right: Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pl. 13. 
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with Amenemhet I.787 Lorand follows Obsomer, whose own work on the reign of Senwosret I has 
focused keenly on denying any possibility of coregency during the Middle Kingdom; therefore, 
his analysis of the statuary delineated below does not address coregency in any form. His 
second problem is the decontextualization of the statuary and a lack of recent scholarship that 
takes into account the full repertoire of royal images dating to Senwosret I along with their 
architectural context.788 A similar set of difficulties has complicated the analysis of the statuary 
of Senwosret III.  
With these two main issues in mind, Lorand offers his interpretation of the mechanisms 
underlying the image of Senwosret I both visually and textually.789 The textual portrait of 
Senwosret I includes the king’s titulary and a number of textual references, which Lorand has 
suggested reveal a fascination with Senwosret I’s predestination for power and a focus on the 
mastery and guardianship of the universe as guaranteed by the gods.790 He has associated this 
with the king’s dramatic rise to power as a result of his father’s assassination; 791 however, it is 
also possible to relate such a focus to the role of the former as a junior coregent – i.e. one 
whose time as sole-king had already been ordained. Further, he has related the appearance of 
Senwosret I at Lisht North, a fact commonly cited as evidence of coregency, to a desire to for 
filial worship.  
                                                             
787 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 23; Lorand, Art et politique, pp. 1-3. 
788 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 23; Lorand, Art et politique, pp. 1-3. 
789 Lorand, “The Archetype of Kingship,” pp. 205-220. 
790 A full account of the texts and inscriptions referring to Senwosret I appear in: Lorand, “The Archetype 
of Kingship,” pp. 207-211; Lorand, Art et politique, pp. 11-14.  
791 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 27.  
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Lorand has argued against the previously held theory of a dichotomy between war and 
peacetime792 during the reign of Senwosret I, as such a division is not present in the artistic 
repertoire of the period.793 During the first decade of his rule Senwosret I initiated his four 
largest building projects: the temple to Atum at Heliopolis, the temple of Osiris-Khentiamentiu 
at Abydos, the temple of Amun at Karnak, and his funerary complex at Lisht-South. The control 
notes from his funerary complex indicate that construction spanned 15-20 years, ending around 
the king’s Year 24; his highest attested year is 45.794 Lorand has identified as many as eleven 
conceptually different facial types amongst the 90 examples he has now attributed to Senwosret 
I. He has divided these images into four categories: those identified by text or context of 
discovery (C1-51), those dated stylistically (A1-22), problematic but likely examples (P1-12), and 
fragments of bases or back pillars that do not produce iconography (Fr. 1-5).795  
Lorand’s typological study of the statues demonstrates that the corpus was not 
innovative, with the exception of two examples possibly showing the king in a pose of 
adoration.796 He has suggested that the variations observed in the different iconographic 
features to the project the statue was intended for but has also noted that it remains difficult to 
identify the king’s specific motivations. Lorand concluded that it is not possible to attribute such 
differences to a specific period of the reign or geographic area/school. He highlighted, 
moreover, the coherence within the corpus; though the bodies display a large diversity of sizes, 
the vast majority is over life-size. 
                                                             
792 See C. Vandersleyen, L’Egypte et la vallée du Nil 2. De la fin de l’Ancien Empire à la fin du Nouvel Empire 
(Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1995), p. 59.  
793 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 28.  
794 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 28. 
795 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 30; Lorand, Art et politique, pp. 61-231. 
796 Museuo Egizio de Florence inv. 6328 and Cairo JE 35687; Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 34. 
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One of the interesting problems that arises when examining this material is the large 
number of images available for study in contrast to those figures of Amenemhet I and II, it 
makes comparisons challenging. Despite the inherent difficulty, Lorand has noted that for the 
first time, the corpus contains some iconographic features of the king’s father as well as some 
underlying stylistic elements from Mentuhotep III and II, likely transferred via his father’s works; 
these features appear on the colossal shrouded royal figures and the sphinx from Karnak. 797 
Lorand has related the parallels between the works from the beginning of the reign of 
Senwosret I and those of Amenemhet I to a desire to highlight his connection with his 
ancestors.798 However, these parallels would also align perfectly with the practice of coregency, 
as the statuary from the first 10 years of the king’s reign would have been constructed 
simultaneously with that from the end of his father’s. 
In the same vein, the statuary from the end of the reign, particularly the usurped 
examples from Tanis, aligns more with the features of Amenemhet II.799 Similarities include the 
powerful, almost muscular body, the construction of the shoulders, chest, abdomen, legs and 
arms, the square face, the wide, horizontal mouth with drooping corners, the open eyes with 
curved upper eyelids, and the raised brow. In fact, the closeness between Cairo JE 37465 of 
Senwosret I and the Louvre sphinx of Amenemhet II led Fay to consider that both were from the 
same royal workshop, showing an imperceptible transition between two successive rulers800 – 
again, it is also possible that the closeness is the visual result of coregency.  
                                                             
797 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 35; Lorand, “The Archetype of Kingship,” pp. 214-215. This will be 
discussed in detail in Chapter Seven as it relates directly to the analysis of the statuary of Senwosret III 
and his son.  
798 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 39; Lorand, “The Archetype of Kingship,” p. 215. 
799 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 36; B. Fay, The Louvre Sphinx and Royal Sculpture from the Reign of 
Amenemhet II (Mainz: Philipp von Zabern, 1996).  
800 Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pp. 57-58.  
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Lorand has also dated two groups to what he considers the middle of the reign;801 this 
period would fall within the sole-reign of Senwosret I (Fig. 30). The first consists of the grey 
sandstone statue from the western portico of Senwosret I at Karnak, which he has related to the 
king’s Year 31 jubilee, and the granite statues Cairo JE 38286 and JE 38287. The faces of this 
group are substantially rounded with marked cheekbones, a slightly smiling horizontal mouth, 
and eyes that are smaller than those of the shrouded columns from Karnak or the statues from 
Tanis. The second contains pieces from the funerary complex of Senwosret I at Lisht, whose 
placement in niches in the floor effectively place them in Year 25802; these include the shrouded 
figures Cairo CG 397 and Cairo CG 402 and the seated limestone statues Cairo CG 411-420, 












Fig. 30 – The Intermediary Styles of Senwosret I 
Group 1: Cairo JE 38286; Group 2: Cairo CG 411803 
                                                             
801 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” pp. 36-38.  
802 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 37. 
803 Left: Lorand, “The ‘Four Schools of Art’ of Senwosret I,”, pl. 13.2; Right: Lorand, “The ‘Four Schools of 
Art’ of Senwosret I,” pl. 10.1. 
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All of the statues in the corpus have a young athletic body, but Lorand has identified 
several facial models;804 foreshadowing the corpus of Senwosret III. His stylistic examination 
reveals that at first, some of the characteristics of Amenemhet I are present, which harken back 
to elements from Mentuhotep III and II; the seated limestone statues from Lisht (Cairo CG 411-
420) represent a line of development reaching back to the statuary of Chephren.805 Freed has 
proposed that the emulation of the Old Kingdom was never stronger than the statuary program 
of Senwosret I’s complex at Lisht.806 There are additional links to the past at Karnak, where 
Senwosret I dedicated several statues of previous monarchs to form a kind of prototype of the 
Thutmoside Chapel of Ancestors.807 The corpus is further characterized by the general 
monumentalization of statuary throughout the country at a number of key chronological points 
in the reign; these instances represent high points of royal power including the king’s accession 
and the launch of his architectural policy.808 After the early period of the reign the image of 
Senwosret I tends to be more empowering, directing royal iconography towards the more 
naturalistic developments seen at the end of the 12th Dynasty and announcing the statuary of 
Senwosret and Amenemhet III.  
It is possible to see Lorand’s tripartite chronological divisions as a reflection of the 
coregency with Amenemhet I, the sole reign, and the coregency with Amenemhet II – his 
stylistic divisions also appear to be consistent with this interpretation of the material. It is 
important to stress that this is the first instance in which the traits of the father appear in the 
                                                             
804 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 38.  
805 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 39; Lorand, “The Archetype of Kingship,” p. 215. 
806 Freed, “Sculpture of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 892. 
807 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 40.  
808 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 41; Lorand, “The Archetype of Kingship,” p. 216.  
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statuary of his son. It is also one of the first and longest proposed periods of co-rule.809 Further, 
Lorand has observed a similar developmental pattern in the treatment of temple reliefs, which 
display a very clear difference between the dated representations of Year 10 at Karnak temple 
and those of the White Chapel 20 years later.810 This distinction would again fall in line with a 
coregency of 10 years between Amenemhet I and Senwosret I.  
In Lorand’s understanding the king’s architectural program is the key to illustrating his 
divine mission.811 He has asserted that architecture provided an opportunity to magnify the 
power and presence of the king, as the unprecedented increase in the size of the major temples 
under Senwosret I indicates.812 He has proposed that the distribution of three-dimensional 
images across the country and in multiple sanctuaries furthered the spatial anchoring of royal 
power.813 The evidence indicates that Senwosret I targeted some 20 sites in order to ensure his 
physical presence throughout the country.  
During this period, focus shifts to the face of the statue, which ultimately leads to a 
dichotomy between body and face by the reigns of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III. For 
Lorand, the statuary of Senwosret I echoes this dual conception in modeling, combining in its 
entire corpus an athletic youthful body with a number of distinctive facial types.814 The king’s 
plastic identity appears to have shifted over the course of his reign giving way to a more 
naturalistic style, which likely reflected a change in the Egyptian conception of kingship.815 This 
shift seems to attest that from the reign of Senwosret I on a transition began between a 
                                                             
809 See Section 2.2.1. 
810 Lorand, “La statuaire royale,” p. 43.  
811 Lorand, “The Archetype of Kingship,” pp. 211-212.  
812 Lorand, “The Archetype of Kingship,” p. 212.  
813 Lorand, “The Archetype of Kingship,” p. 212. 
814 Lorand, “The Archetype of Kingship,” p. 214.  
815 Lorand, “The Archetype of Kingship,” p. 215; Lorand, Art et politique, pp. 229-233.  
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pharaonic institution dominated by the presence of the gods and their will to a more 
naturalistically rendered image of the king as “master of his own decisions.”816  
Lorand’s analysis reveals three formal groups: statuary from the king’s Years 1-10, 
represented by the Karnak and Abydos material, statuary from Years 10-24/25 represented by 
the material from Lisht, and the so-called Delta Group, which has been linked to the style of 
Amenemhet II. These divisions express an evolution from rounded geometric figures to a more 
naturalistic image of kingship – the shift is also present in the two-dimensional image of the 
king. It is possible to tie these three groupings to the proposed political evolution of Senwosret I 
over the course of his reign, from junior coregent (Years 1-10), to sole king (Years 11-41/42), and 
then finally to senior partner (Years 42/3-45). Other statuary from late in the king’s reign, but 
prior to the final coregency includes those images related to his Year 31 jubilee celebration. 
3.3.3 – Amenemhet II  
Amenemhet II reigned for approximately 35-years including a probable 2-3-year 
coregency with his father and a roughly 3-year coregency with his son and successor, Senwosret 
II.817 Despite his lengthy time on the throne, there is only a single inscribed statue from his reign 
– the Louvre sphinx (Louvre A 23; Fig. 31). During the reign of Amenemhet II, the stylistic 
evolution begun under Senwosret I continues, initiating the first flowering of Middle Kingdom 
art.818 Evers marked the reign as a period of change and has described the Louvre Sphinx as 
having a dream-like and unconscious beauty reminiscent of the statuary of Amenemhet I.819 The 
cosmetic lines are more in harmony with the contours of the face, and a free development of 
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817 See Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3. 
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the features replaces the hieroglyphic form, presaging future changes. The Louvre sphinx was 
modeled on the 4th Dynasty sphinx at Giza and other Old Kingdom examples; Fay has cited 











Fig. 31 – The Louvre Sphinx (Louvre A 23)821 
 
Evers proposed that the statuary of Amenemhet II was organized around parallel and 
concentric rays projecting from flat surfaces and spherical shapes, wherein the final surface 
flexed and curved around the face’s bony structure.822 He also observed a harmony between the 
individual elements and the unity of the full image and has noted that each detail, no matter 
how small, is presented with the same care, a skill not achieved during the Old and New 
Kingdoms. For Evers the statuary of Amenemhet II represented the first time that reality is 
expressed clearly, a further development from the style of Amenemhet II’s predecessors. Even 
                                                             
820 Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, p. 54.  
821 Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pl. 13. 
822 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, pp. 43-44.  
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in the colossal scale, the individual features are rendered so that the intimacy of the image is 
still preserved; size becomes relative so that the proper visual impact is achieved.823  
Fay’s Louvre Sphinx offers the most thorough analysis to date of the statuary of 
Amenemhet II, including a detailed catalogue and assessment of key features.824 She has dated a 
total of nine statues to the this king, six depicting him alone, one back slab from a group statue, 
and two representations of royal females associated with his reign.825 Fay’s primary objective 
was to establish a series of dating criteria, or stylistic features typical to a given reign or 
geographic region. To that end, she examined all the known Middle Kingdom royal statuary and 
found that two key features distinguish the Louvre sphinx from all the other inscribed statues of 
the period – the form of the eyes and the mouth.826 Pinpointing these two features enabled Fay 
to attribute the additional sculptures mentioned above.  
The eyes are large with a horizontal lower lid and curved upper lid that reaches its 
highest point at the center of the eye. The brows are wide and dip at the root of the nose; they 
extend far beyond the outer corner of the eye and cosmetic line. A deep depression exists 
between the inner canthi, the root of the nose, and the lower edge of the brow, forming a 
pocket of shadow usually shaped like a right triangle. The mouth is wide and horizontal with 
vertical curved folds that mark the corners; two examples show a slight downturn at the corners 
when viewed from below.827 In general, the three preserved faces are square and full, with 
heavy features, but fine modeling and carving; the preserved bodies are broad, muscular, and 
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182 
 
very powerfully modeled.828 In all three cases, the king wears a nemes headdress, low at the 
crown, with soft peaks and rounded temple folds. According to Fay, there is no indication of true 
portraiture in the preserved images of Amenemhet II.829  
Fay has emphasized a seeming discrepancy between the 51 inscribed or securely dated 
images of Senwosret I and the single known image of Amenemhet II. She has suggested that 
some of images Lorand has attributed to the former could in fact depict the latter.830 Evidence 
suggesting a more substantial repertoire of images of Amenemhet II includes British Museum 
Stela EA569, the stela of Sa-Hathor, from Abydos, which states that the owner oversaw the 
carving of 15 statues of Amenemhet II destined for his pyramid temple at Dahshur over a period 
of just two months.831  
Fay’s first candidate for reassignment is a colossal head discovered in 2005 at Heliopolis 
from Lorand’s Group A.832 She has likened the facial details to the Louvre Sphinx, Boston MFA 
29.1132, and another bust from a private collection, all of which she has attributed to 
Amenemhet II. While the nearby discovery of two additional fragments of colossal seated 
statues, including one inscribed for Senwosret I, indicates that the head most likely dates to that 
ruler, Fay has drawn on the striking similarity between the styles of these two kings.833 She has 
even equated this feature to the similarities between some representations of Hatshepsut and 
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Thutmose III, who had a well-documented period of coregency.834 Further, detailed discussion in 
Chapters Six and Seven of this dissertation, indicate that it is possible that during periods of 
coregency the Egyptians used pairs of colossal statues, one depicting each king, as a way to 
convey the distribution of royal power visually. 
Fay has also proposed that the lack of preserved statuary datable to Amenemhet II may 
relate to the subsequent usurpation of images during the Ramesside Period.835 For example, 
Lorand’s A13-21 are all examples of statuary reused by Ramesside kings – obscuring their 
original features, inscriptions, and provenance. Fay has emphasized Berlin AM 7264 as a telling 
example of the difficulties in dating this reused statuary from the so-called Delta School. She has 
stated that additional study is needed for the restyled sculptures in Lorand’s A Group – that 
preserve hints of the original features – which could allow their dating to Senwosret I, 
Amenemhet II, or Senwosret II. 
During the reigns of Amenemhet II and Senwosret II the Egyptian worldview seems to 
have undergone considerable changes that had a long-lasting impact. However, the relatively 
short reign of Senwosret II combined with a lack of inscribed statuary for Amenemhet and 
Senwosret II makes it difficult to distinguish the images of one ruler from those of the other.836 
The attribution of statuary to Amenemhet II is based primarily on the work of Fay, while the 
identification of Senwosret II is linked to Evers. However, according to Do. Arnold, no one has 
shown in detail why any of the works attributed to the latter could not represent Amenemhet II, 
                                                             
834 For more on their period of co-rule see: C.H.	Roehrig	(ed.),	Hatshepsut:	From	Queen	to	Pharaoh	(New	
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during whose long reign a shift may have occurred, as it did in the reign of Senwosret I.837 Once 
again, in the case of Amenemhet II, there are clear links with both his predecessor and 
successor, cementing a clear pattern amongst the statuary of the 12th Dynasty kings. 
3.3.4 – Senwosret II 
Senwosret II reigned for roughly 9 or 19-years including a probable 3-year coregency 
with his father; the evidence indicates that it is unlikely he elevated his son, Senwosret III, to the 
level of coregent before his passing.838 Due the short duration of his reign and the limited 
evidence for this period, only a handful of works have been attributed to him; there is not a 
single surviving inscribed example with the head still intact. According to Evers, the works 
ranging from Senwosret I to Amenemhet II belong in the same line of development, while the 
statuary of Senwosret II introduces a new generation during which the reorganization of the 
king’s facial features reaches its climax, translating the human meaning of the period into 
sculptural form.839 This new structure had its roots in the Delta style of Amenemhet I, beginning 
with the transformation of the eyes. Then, under Senwosret I, the body was reworked to convey 
the possibility of movement, creating a duality between the individual elements and the unity of 
the whole.  
The image of Senwosret II is similar in both relief and sculpture.840 Evers suggested that 
it conveyed a need to expresses the ability for movement that arose from man’s awareness of 
his oppressive position in life, leading individuality to dominate the composition.841 The new 
goal of this style of representation was to convey a sense of sculptural unity.842 This king’s face is 
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838 See Section 2.2.3.  
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840 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 72.  
841 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, p. 72.  
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broad with individualized areas of importance. The eyes are the focal point, the cosmetic line 
disappears, and each eye is housed in its own hollow shadowed by the lids. The eyebrows are 
long, narrow, and arched and the mouth is wide and deep.  A new hardness and self-awareness 
appears, but does not fully mature until the reign of Senwosret III. For Evers, the most 
significant evidence of this new development is the fragment of the maned-sphinx (Berlin 
22580; Fig. 33), a type that reaches great prominence under Amenemhet III; Fay has dated this 












Fig. 32 – Fragment from a Maned-Sphinx (Berlin 22580)843 
 
Since inscribed images of the king are rare, Evers also took into account two sculptures 
of Senwosret II’s wife, Nofret (Cairo CG 381 and Cairo CG 382; Fig. 33). He observed a new 
clarity in her statues, whose images share the same broad facial structure as those of the king, 
but with a slightly more refined edge.844 Cairo CG 382 is the first to have a smaller, narrower 
mouth with an unbroken lip edge; it completely abandons the hieroglyphic form and follows the 
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curves and musculature of the mouth with both lips emerging separately at the corners. In 
addition, this is the first time that both hands are depicted flat against the thighs on a seated 






















Fig. 33 – Statue of Nofret (Cairo CG 382)846 
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Fig. 34 – Chronological Development of Style under Senwosret II 
Medamoud Statue, Copenhagen AEIN 659, Vienna 5776847 
 
Fay has also distinguished the statuary of Senwosret II, observing that the shift towards 
naturalism traditionally ascribed to Senwosret III actually began during the reign of his father.848 
She has defined three styles amongst the images attributed to Senwosret II that were either 
consecutive or concurrent (Fig. 34).849 The first is an idealizing style with large eyes, broad 
cosmetic lines, and a wide mouth – reminiscent of the style of Amenemhet II and represented 
by the inscribed statue from Medamoud.850 The second offers a naturalistic treatment of the 
eyes and mouth and is found in the sculptures of Nofret and in an uninscribed bust attributed to 
                                                             
847 Left: Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pl. 78a; Center: Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pl. 80a; Right: Fay, The Louvre 
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848 Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, p. 60.  
849 Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pp. 59-60. 
850 Bisson de la Roque uncovered the base of this statue, which is inscribed for Senwosret II, at the temple 
of Medamoud in 1927 (FIFAO 4.1, p. 65, fig. 35, inv. No. 2021). Then in 1939 an adjoining headless torso 
was found nearby. Fay has proposed that a fragmentary royal head also found at the site and attributed 
to Senwosret III, actually comes from this figure (FIFAO 3.1, p. 35, inv. 904 and 947).  
188 
 
Senwosret II in Copenhagen.851 Her final style introduces the “intense realism” usually 
associated with Senwosret III and is represented by the Vienna and Moscow busts, the head in 
the Schimmel Collection, and the head in Chicago’s Oriental Institute.852   
Freed has also observed that during the reign of Senwosret II, the image of the king was 
transformed both textually and visually, with signs of age appearing that include a wrinkled 
forehead, heavy brows, bags under the eyes, and a furrowed face.853 The best example of this 
shift away from an idealized visage is the statue of Senwosret II from Mit-Rahineh (Fig. 34, 
center).854 Freed has carefully observed this image and has noted the following features that 
distinguish it from those representations of previous 12th Dynasty kings:855 the eyes and 
eyebrows are rendered naturally, the lower eyelids are slightly swollen, drawing attention to the 
eyeball, a hollow appears at the inner corners of the eyes continuing in an arc under the eyelids 
to give volume to the cheekbones, and another shallow recess extends from the base of the 
nostrils to the corners of the mouth. In addition, the mouth is straight, and the lower lip is 
thicker than the upper, especially in the center, creating the impression of a slight pout. The king 
wears a pierced bi-lobed amulet that Freed has related to a growing interest in color and exotic 
stones; this is the first time a king is depicted wearing that amulet.856 In virtually all of the known 
representations of Senwosret III, the king wears the same necklace.  
                                                             
851 Cairo CG 381 and CG 382; Copenhagen AEIN 659. Cairo CG 430 and CG 432, also from Tanis, are 
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identified it as a bivalve clamshell (Berman, Pharaohs Treasures, pp. 42-43). Staehelin, who has conducted 
a much more in-depth investigation of amulets, has noted that this particular style first appeared in the 
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Freed has also identified a stylistic division in the reign that Vienna 5776, a bust of the 
king that is compact and round, illustrates; its features are smaller and more accentuated than 
those of the Copenhagen statue (Fig. 34).857 She has noted that the hollow above the interior 
corners of the eyes and under the lower eyelids are deeper and the eyelids themselves are 
larger, giving the impression that the eyes are emerging from the orbitals.858 On the Vienna bust, 
the cheekbones are not as pronounced and the nose is not as large, but the protruding lower lip 
gives the king a more tense expression, which Freed has suggested is further accentuated by his 
lack of beard. He wears the same type of necklace as the Copenhagen figure, but in raised relief.  
Freed has questioned whether these differences may have reflected distinctive aspects 
of royal ideology, a stylistic development, or an opposition of youth and old age; she has 
concluded that the answer lies in the statuary of Senwosret III. The following chapter will discuss 
this issue in great detail, a number of scholars have suggested that in both two and three-
dimensions, the image of Senwosret III reflected the opposition of youth and old age. While 
Freed is content to see the origins of this development in the statuary of Senwosret II, the 
following chapters will offer a more nuanced opinion in relation to the statuary of his son. It is 
possible, that the statuary of Senwosret II was designed to reflect visually the distinction 
between the king’s period of coregency and that of his sole-reign, a concept addressed in the 
conclusions of this study.   
                                                             
private relief sculpture of the 5th Dynasty. She ultimately concluded that the form of the amulet is unclear, 
but it remains the same, consisting of a simple band or string with several beads placed at even intervals 
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857 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux,” p. 36. 
858 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux,” p. 36. 
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Do. Arnold has suggested that the only clear example depicting Senwosret II is the 
fragment from Medamoud, which is strikingly similar to that king’s image in relief at his pyramid 
complex, but which differs substantially from the others ascribed to him.859 She has stated 
further that this figure may be the only known image of Senwosret II. Arnold has proposed that 
the statuary of Amenemhet II and Senwosret II be taken together, as they are both the true 
forerunners to the Late 12th Dynasty style.860 She has described the king as having a lively 
triangular face, sleepy almond-shaped eyes, and fleshy eyelids during their reigns. The upper lids 
are heavily rimmed and the lower are rounded over the bottoms of the eyeballs. A prominent, 
curved brow ridge emerges from the bridge of the nose, creating deep shadows above the inner 
corners of the eyes. There are no carved cosmetic lines, the ears are shell-like and naturally 
shaped, and the lips lack a vermilion line. According to Arnold, none of the features are unique 
enough to indicate that they are based on a real individual, but their delicate treatment suggests 
the intent for a lifelike image.  
A compact and smooth torso with broad shoulders and a well-articulated musculature 
complimented this facial style, which Arnold has suggested represented the body as if in the act 
of breathing, with the edges of the ribcage pressed out, the lower abdomen contracted, and 
waist narrowed.861  This type of finely modeled torso occurs in other mid 12th Dynasty examples, 
but after this period the body is less subtle, as the elaboration of the face becomes the main 
focus. For Arnold, the reigns of Amenemhet II and Senwosret II represent an equilibrium 
between the treatment of the face and body.862  
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3.4 – Conclusions 
 The preserved body of Early 12th Dynasty royal statuary exposes a variety of 
complications, many of which have also hampered the investigation of the later material. With 
the exception of the reign of Senwosret I, an extremely limited number of inscribed examples 
exist and even fewer that come from a context where it is possible to suggest a date. Despite 
these difficulties, a clear evolution is present, springing from the fusion of 11th Dynasty and Old 
Kingdom traits found in the statuary of the dynasty’s founder, Amenemhet I. This trajectory 
reflects the gradual development of a new portrait of kingship related in part to the political 
breakdown of the late Old Kingdom and First Intermediate Period and to key religious and 
ideological changes revealed in the writing and material culture of the period.  
Over the course of this development a number of different elements emerge that 
suggest a royal sculptural tradition that was reactive to the role of the king and the progression 
of time. The reign of Senwosret I marks the first instance where the traits of one’s immediate 
predecessor appear in the reigning king’s images – a trend that continues throughout the 
dynasty. Material from this period indicates that the corpus of each king, beginning with 
Amenemhet I, had two or more main stylistic variants: the earliest was based on the style of his 
predecessor, the intermediary styles were more innovative, and final iteration exhibited 
qualities linked with the early style of the subsequent king. This process seems to mirror the 
evolution also apparent in the images of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III. These developments 
indicate that even in these earlier reigns the image of kingship was responsive to the current 
political conditions, which may have included periods of overlap. Unfortunately, the number of 
statues from these reigns is small; however, the later material offers a much more substantial 















Fig. 35 – Timeline of Early 12th Dynasty Stylistic Development  
Cairo JE 37470 (A1), Cairo JE 60520 (A1), Cairo CG 38230 (S1), Cairo CG 411 (S1), Cairo CG 389 
(S1), Cairo CG 37465 (S1), Louvre A 23 (A2), Medamoud Statue (S2), Copenhagen AEIN 659 (S2), 
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Face Shape Rectangular 
Features Compact, flat, superficially carved 
Brows Plastic; thin, parallel to cosmetic line 
Eyes Large, thin outline 
Cosmetic Line Plastic 
Cheekbones High 
Nose Nasolabial folds present 
Mouth Thick lips, vermilion line 
Chin  Square 
Facial Modeling Smooth 
Body Columnar; heavy, stocky features 
Key Features Heavy volume 
Mentuhotep III 
Face Shape Oval, full 
Features Close, compact, superficially carved 
Brows Plastic; thin, parallel to cosmetic line 
Eyes More narrow, oblique, thin outline 
Cosmetic Line Plastic 
Cheekbones High, prominent 
Nose Nasolabial folds present 
Mouth Full, straight, corners upturned 
Chin  Square 
Facial Modeling Smooth 
Body Slender; Old Kingdom proportions 
Key Features Old Kingdom proportions 
Amenemhet I 
Face Shape Oval, full 
Features Close, compact, superficially carved 
Brows Plastic and natural examples 
Eyes Oblique, closely spaced 
Cosmetic Line Plastic and natural examples 
Cheekbones High, full cheeks 
Nose Short, narrow root, large base, heavy 
folds 
Mouth Full, straight lips; corners slightly 
upturned 
Chin  Large, well-modeled 
Facial Modeling Smooth 
Body Well-modeled; large, muscular legs 
Key Features Multi-loop uraeus body (c. 13) 
Senwosret I (Early) 
Face Shape Round, full 
Features New emphasis on bony structure 
Brows Plastic; thick, follow cosmetic line 
Eyes Almond-shaped, oblique 
Cosmetic Line Plastic 
Cheekbones High, broad 
Nose Narrow root, broad at base; tense 
musculature around nostrils 
Mouth Lips thick and straight; slight smile 
Chin  Broad, square 
Facial Modeling Smooth 
Body Only shrouded figures preserved 
Key Features Broad features; plastic accents; multi-
loop uraeus body (c. 6-8) 
Senwosret I (Intermediate) 
Face Shape U-Shape 
Features New emphasis on bony structure 
Brows Plastic and natural examples 
Eyes Large, almond-shaped 
Cosmetic Line Plastic and natural examples 
Cheekbones High 
Nose Narrow root, broad base; tense 
musculature around nostrils 
Mouth Lips full and straight 
Chin  Rounded, well-modeled 
Facial Modeling Smooth 
Body Slim; muscular torso 
Key Features Very round face with marked 
cheekbones; eyes differ from early 
style; multi-loop uraeus body (c. 6-8) 
Senwosret I (Late) 
Face Shape U-Shape 
Features New emphasis on bony structure 
Brows Plastic; arched, natural curve 
Eyes Large, almond-shaped, thin outline 
Cosmetic Line Plastic, very subtle 
Cheekbones High, emphasized 
Nose Narrow root, broad base; tense 
musculature around nostrils 
Mouth Lips full, corners drooping, 
musculature emphasized 
Chin  Square 
Facial Modeling Smooth 
Body Powerful, muscular body 
Key Features Distinctive eye and mouth; multi-loop 



























































Senwosret II (Early) 
Face Shape U-Shape 
Features Emphasis on bony structure, features 
individualized 
Brows Plastic; follow cosmetic line 
Eyes Large, almond-shaped 
Cosmetic Line Plastic, broad 
Cheekbones High, emphasized 
Nose Not preserved 
Mouth Wide mouth; similar to Amenemhet II 
Chin  Round 
Facial Modeling Smooth		 
Body Not preserved 
Key Features Idealizing 
Amenemhet II 
Face Shape U-Shape 
Features New emphasis on bony structure 
Brows Plastic; arched, natural curve 
Eyes Large, almond-shaped, thin outline 
Cosmetic Line Plastic, very subtle 
Cheekbones High, emphasized 
Nose Narrow root, broad base; tense 
musculature around nostrils 
Mouth Lips full, corners drooping, 
musculature emphasized 
Chin  Square 
Facial Modeling Smooth 
Body Powerful, muscular body 
Key Features Distinctive eye and mouth 
Senwosret II (Intermediate) 
Face Shape U-Shape 
Features Emphasis on bony structure, features 
individualized 
Brows Natural 
Eyes Large, almond-shaped, natural 
Cosmetic Line Natural 
Cheekbones High, broad 
Nose Narrow root, broad base; nasolabial 
folds present 
Mouth Lips full and straight 
Chin  Square 
Facial Modeling Smooth 
Body Powerful, muscular body 
Key Features Naturalized eye area 
Senwosret II (Late) 
Face Shape U-Shape 
Features Emphasis on bony structure, features 
individualized 
Brows Natural 
Eyes Almond-shaped, lids swollen, bags 
under eyes 
Cosmetic Line Natural 
Cheekbones High 
Nose Narrow root, broad base; tense 
musculature around nostrils 
Mouth Lips thin and pursed, musculature 
emphasized 
Chin  Rounded 
Facial Modeling Eye and mouth accentuated 
Body Youthful body 







































Fig. 36a-j – Charts referencing the key stylistic features of each king spanning from Mentuhotep 






CHAPTER FOUR: THE STATUARY OF SENWOSRET III 
 
4.1 – Overview of Previous Scholarship  
 The unique character of the royal sculpture of Senwosret III has piqued the interest of 
scholars since its first publication.864 Previous interpretations of the statuary have been highly 
subjective in nature and have generally failed to consider the full body of material. A focus on 
quantitative data is critical to developing a series of criteria for evaluating the statuary that can 
be applied uniformly to any possible example from the reign. Further complexities arise from 
the fact that much of the remains are fragmentary, undated, and unprovenanced, making the 
material more difficult to interpret and opening it up to a multitude of differing opinions.  
An examination of the scholarship on the statuary reveals a strong art historical bias; 
few authors have taken into account the history, function, and/or architectural setting of the 
material; this may be due in part to the rarity of contextual and chronological evidence. 
Opinions on the style of the sculptures have shifted over time, revealing three main streams of 
analysis. Early scholars placed the images within a system of geographically oriented stylistic 
schools, based on those sculptures whose provenance was secure, such as the series from Deir 
el Bahari (pl. V-VI). However, as more and more examples emerged it became clear that this 
method was inadequate. Attention then shifted to the perceived realistic rendering of the facial 
structure, which scholars suggested was designed to express the inner character of the king. 
This quickly evolved into the third method, which looked to the texts of the First Intermediate 
Period and Middle Kingdom to help explain the king’s unusual features. Initially, these studies 
                                                             
864 In 1912, G. Maspero was the first scholar to attempt to define the style of Senwosret III. G. Maspero, 
Histoire générale de l’art, Égypte (Paris: Ars Una, 1912), p. 121; G. Maspero, Essais sur l’art égypien (Paris: 
Libraire Orientale et Americaine, 1912), p. 95. 
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tended to relate the style to the so-called pessimistic literature of the First Intermediate Period 
and texts referring to the early Middle Kingdom, such as The Teachings of Merikare or The 
Teachings of Amenemhet I. However, more recently, the texts of the late 12th Dynasty, including 
the Hymns to Senwosret III and the Semna Stela, have become the primary area for comparison.  
Within this third group of scholars, opinions remain divided as to whether the visage of 
Senwosret III represented his actual features or those of the ideal king conveyed in the 
contemporary texts. This issue complicates the analysis of the material, as each individual seems 
to have his or her own, slightly nuanced view ranging from fully realistic to fully idealized. The 
most current scholarship generally favors a combination of individualized details and features 
that reflected the contemporary ideals of kingship. While many of the authors discussed below 
have devoted considerable attention to examining the meaning behind the stylistic shift that 
takes place during this period, only a small number have attempted an objective analysis of 
iconographic features that could aid in the identification of uninscribed material. The following 
overview will highlight the key points of each stream of analysis and examine some of the 
problems inherent in the corpus of royal statuary dating to the reign of Senwosret III.  
4.1.1 – Stylistic Schools: 
Based on the main sculptural groups know to that point, Gaston Maspero was one of 
the first scholars to interpret Egyptian art based on geographic designations. Maspero separated 
the country into four main stylistic schools centered at Memphis, Thebes, Hermopolis, and the 
Delta.865 The Memphite School developed during the early Old Kingdom, when the capital 
moved to Memphis; figures in the Memphite style were viewed as schematic and idealized. 
Next, the more exaggerated Hermopolitan School emerged, as a result of the political 
                                                             
865 G. Maspero, Essais sur l’art égypien (Paris: Libraire Orientale et Americaine, 1912). 
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breakdown into the First Intermediate Period. Maspero has placed the images of Senwosret III 
in the Theban School, which arose during the late First Intermediate Period and Middle 
Kingdom; images in this style were thought to display a heightened realism.866 Maspero sub-
divided the Delta School into the Tanis and Saite branches. Energetic and rough facial features 
marked the Tanis school, which originated in the late 12th Dynasty, during the reign of 
Amenemhet III. Maspero has noted that during this period, the western and central Delta fell 
under the influence of the Memphite School; the Saite School did not develop until much later 
in Egyptian history.   
While the differences between Maspero’s stylistic schools are visually apparent, his 
system was oversimplified and lacked secure chronological phasing. Further, he offered little 
evidence to document the development of each school. With the passage of time, more and 
more archaeological data became available, revealing the inadequacies of this mode of analysis. 
However, it is important to note that the earliest attempts to categorize this material associated 
it with a style based distinctively on a perceived realism. This link remains a salient factor in its 
analysis today and a key point of debate amongst the scholars interested in royal self-
representation during the Middle Kingdom.  
J. Vandier was the first to attempt to categorize the statuary of Senwosret III, which he 
placed generally within the realistic, Theban School.867 In, Maneul d’Archeologie Egyptienne, he 
defined a north-south distinction in the style of the statuary, despite a general lack of evidence 
from northern areas such as the Delta, the Fayum, Lisht, and Memphis.868 He then assigned the 
known statuary to one of three groups: the Karnak Group, which he likened to the 11th Dynasty 
                                                             
866 Maspero, Histoire générale de l’art, Égypte, p. 121; Maspero, Essais sur l’art égypien, p. 95. 
867 J. Vandier, Egyptian Sculpture. Trans. By P. Krieger and A. Rosin. (London: A. Zwemmer, 1951), p. 50. 
868 J. Vandier, Manuel d’Archéologie Egyptienne III (Paris: Editions A. et J. Picard Et C, 1958), pp. 184, 192. 
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style of Mentuhotep II at Deir el-Bahari869; the Medamoud Group, which was thought to display 
a more ‘delicate realism,’ and a focus on the internal character of the king870; and the Deir el-
Bahari Group, which represented a synthesis of both styles.871  
Vandier has suggested that late 12th dynasty sculptors used a single official model sent 
from the palace to more provincial locations, although no surviving evidence of such a tradition 
exists.872 He believed that the existence of an official portrait model offered the best explanation 
for the individuality of the statuary within a unified corpus of features.873 He has further stated 
that a number of these official portraits must have been in circulation that depicted the king at 
various ages, a practice which he has associated with a love of realism present in the 12th 
Dynasty. Unfortunately, Vandier’s work leaves many questions unanswered: how or when 
would artists have created a new model? Would they all have been designed at the start of the 
reign, or did they reflect the king’s actual aging process? If they did in fact portray a true likeness 
of the king, who would have decided when/why a new model was needed? 
J. Bourriau has highlighted some of the many problems inherent in Vandier’s system. 
She points out that many of the royal images dating to Senwosret III have no known 
provenance, no inscriptions, and do not always fall into homogenous groups.874 She has stated 
that without a fully illustrated and comprehensive study it is not possible to attribute individual 
                                                             
869 This group consists of the two, red granite colossal statues found at Karnak: Cairo CG 42011 and CG 
42012. See pl. VII. 
870 Vandier has asserted that there were originally more than 20 statues at Medamoud, but he discusses 
only two specific portraits: Cairo CG 486 and RT 18/6/26/2. For more on this group see the section below 
on the Medamoud Series and pl. IX-X. 
871 This group is comprised of the seven striding statues from the Temple of Mentuhotep II at Deir el-
Bahari, but the only examples Vandier specifically references are: London BM EA 684, BM EA 685, and 
Cairo CG 18/4/22/4. For more see the section below on the Deir el-Bahari Series and pl. V-VI.   
872 Vandier, Manuel d’Archéologie Egyptienne III, p. 194. 
873 Vandier, Manuel d’Archéologie Egyptienne, III, p. 194.  
874 J. Bourriau, Pharaohs and Mortals: Egyptian Art in the Middle Kingdom (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1988), p. 37. Here she refers to the statue group from Medamoud. 
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sculptures securely to a particular school based on stylistic grounds.875 Bourriau’s arguments 
make clear the major flaws with the early division of the statuary into regional groups – a lack of 
any real evidence. Furthermore, virtually all of the excavated material comes from the south, 
creating an inherent bias in the data.  
4.1.2 – The Love of Realism: 
The next wave of scholarship looked to the supposed love of realism inherent in the 
works of the 12th Dynasty as an explanation for the style of Senwosret III. This approach stresses 
a perceived realistic rendering of the facial features of the king, with the goal to create a true 
portrait that would illuminate his inner personality. G. Steindorff and W.C. Hayes are two of the 
first scholars who highlighted what they saw as a more personal character present in the royal 
images of the 12th Dynasty, beginning with the reign of Senwosret I.876 Hayes has suggested that 
12th Dynasty artists had the goal to record the facial features of the king accurately throughout 
his lifetime in order to indicate the mood and character of each individual ruler.877 He also 
observed a familial likeness in the bony facial structure, high cheekbones, heavy brows and eyes, 
large ears, and full sullen mouths of the known 12th Dynasty royal images.   
C. Vandersleyen has proposed that a growing interest in physiognomy led to a quest for 
truth and naturalism that culminated during the reigns of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III.878 
He has suggested further that each year the king had a new portrait made and such images 
collected in temples over time, like the group of statues from Medamoud (pl. V-VI).879 However, 
                                                             
875 Bourriau, Pharaohs and Mortals, p. 39. 
876 G. Steindorff, “A Portrait-Statue of Sesostris III,” The Journal of the Walters Art Gallery 3 (1940): 42-53, 
p. 45; W.C. Hayes, “Royal Portraits of the Twelfth Dynasty,” The Metropolitan Museum of Art Bulletin, 
New Series 5 (1946): 119-124, p. 119. 
877 Hayes, “Royal Portraits,” p. 119.  
878 C. Vandersleyen, Das Alte Ägypten (Berlin: Propylen, 1975), p. 35. 
879 Vandersleyen, Das Alte Ägypten, p. 38. For more on this group of statuary and why this theory is most 
likely untrue, see below.  
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since Senwosret III constructed the temple at Medamoud, it is more likely that the 
administration conceived of the statuary destined for the temple as a group and installed it as 
such to decorate the temple and its environs.  
While these authors presented a new explanation for the features of the statuary, they 
too provided little in the way of actual analysis or criteria for evaluating the images themselves. 
C. Aldred attempted to change this, although he too ultimately fell short of creating an objective 
system of analysis. Aldred also believed that during the Middle Kingdom, artists tried to create a 
true portrait of the king. He has suggested that the royal statuary of this period focused on 
conveying an official mood, that ranged from severe to sad and introspective.880 Court artists 
would have established the official royal portrait style of each king at his coronation through the 
production of a series of statues.881 If the king celebrated a jubilee, then artists would design a 
new series to reflect any changes to the king’s appearance and the contemporary artistic style. 
In his 1970 article, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom in Ancient Egypt,” Aldred 
examined four representations of Senwosret III from the Metropolitan Museum of Art and 
grouped them according to their perceived age.882 
Aldred identified New York MMA 08.200.2, as a young Senwosret III, with large 
projecting ears, a down-tuned mouth, natural eyebrows, and slightly bulging, heavy-lidded eyes; 
he saw this as an example of the idealistic/Memphite style (pl. XXIII).883  He described New York 
MMA 66.99.5, as having orb-like eyes and folds of skin, which he equated with the, “full vigor of 
                                                             
880 C. Aldred, Middle Kingdom Art in Ancient Egypt 2300-1590 BC (London: Alec Tirnati Ltd., 1950), pp. 2, 
23. 
881 C. Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom in Ancient Egypt,” MMJ 3 (1970): 27-50, p. 39. 
882 Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits,” pp. 27-50. The Metropolitan Museum of Art objects discussed include: 
08.200.2, 66.99.5, 17.9.2, and 26.7.1394. 
883 Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits,” pp. 41-43. 
201 
 
life” (pl. XXII).884  New York MMA 17.9.2 represents Aldred’s third stage, in which a grimmer 
expression replaced the dynamism of the earlier phases (pl. VIII).885 He has related this shift to 
the increasing power of the king and the pressures of rule. He perceived the eyes and the loose 
appearance of the king’s skin as indicators that this phase illustrated his mature years. Aldred’s 
final object, MMA 26.7.1394, displays what he has suggested is a progression to a more natural 
style that depicted the king as a “powerful superhuman” instead of a “careworn shepherd of his 
people” (pl. XVII).886 It is unclear where he ranked this image on the age spectrum, which 
seemed to be the main feature of the three previous categories. 
Other scholars, such as E.R. Russman do not believe that it is possible to subdivide the 
statuary of Senwosret III, as no two images of the king are exactly alike.887 While she has agreed 
with Aldred that the images depicted a range of ages from youth to old age, she suggests that 
most of the faces appear to depict Senwosret III as middle aged and were shaped “as much by 
mood as by years.”888 Aldred’s system is highly subjective and impossible to apply to the entire 
corpus of material. He does not distinguish what specific qualities mark the various age 
designations, nor does he establish a set of criteria for evaluating new examples. His use of the 
term ‘idealistic’ is also problematic, as he has failed to provide a definition or give any specific 
features that mark one image as more or less idealized than another. In addition, by placing the 
first image in the Memphite School he has merely created a variation of Vandier’s original and 
outdated system of geographic classification. Furthermore, Aldred’s suggestion that the image 
                                                             
884 Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits,” p. 43. 
885 Aldred, Middle Kingdom Art, pp. 43-45. 
886 Aldred, Middle Kingdom Art, p. 45; New York MMA 26.7.1394. 
887 E.R. Russman (ed.), Eternal Egypt: Masterworks of Ancient Egypt from the British Museum (London: 
British Museum Press, 2001), pp. 101-104. 
888 E.R. Russmann, Egyptian Sculpture: Cairo and Luxor (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1989), p. 62. 
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of the king evolved over time with his natural age is at odds with his initial assessment that 
artists created the official image/model at the start of the reign and then reassessed it only at 
the king’s jubilee. 
Aldred has also observed a more somber tone in the artistic style of this period, which 
he has associated with the growth in popularity of the Osiris cult, beginning in the First 
Intermediate Period.889 He has contrasted the Re-centered Old Kingdom with its focus on the 
world of the living with the Osiris-centered Middle Kingdom and the world of the dead. He has 
related the perceived realistic image of the king during the reign of Senwosret III to the 
‘pessimistic’ literature of the period, leading to a look of melancholy and introspection.890 This 
interpretation illustrates one of the main problems inherent in the previous scholarship related 
to this material. While Aldred has proposed that the portraits depicted a true likeness, he also 
suggests a link between the facial expressions and the texts of the Middle Kingdom.  In addition, 
he references texts by name only, without offering a detailed accounting of how exactly they 
echo precise features in the statuary. 
The most recent supporter of the realistic/psychological interpretation is Maya Müller, 
who has suggested that a new concept of royal portraiture appeared with the reign of 
Senwosret III that consisted of a fully realistic representation of the face, reflecting a new 
perception of the king.891 In her 2006 paper, “Self-perception and self-assertion in the portrait of 
Senwosret III,” she sets out to create a definable method for analyzing whether or not these 
                                                             
889 Aldred, Middle Kingdom Art, p. 8. 
890 Aldred, Middle Kingdom Art, pp. 15-16. For an overview of the literature of the Middle Kingdom see 
Chapter One. 
891 M. Müller, “Self-perception and self-assertion in the portrait of Senwosret III: new methods for reading 
a face,” in R. Nyord and A. Kjølby (eds), 'Being in ancient Egypt': thoughts on agency, materiality and 
cognition; proceedings of the seminar held in Copenhagen, September 29 - 20, 2006, (Oxford: 
Archaeopress, 2009), pp. 47-61. 
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images reflected true reality – a virtually impossible task given that no factual record of 
Senwosret III’s appearance exists.892 In an effort to objectively analyze the physiognomy of the 
statuary, Müller distinguishes five aspects of realistic representations of the face that apply to all 
images – not just ancient examples.893  
The first aspect, The Genetically Determined Face, encompasses those elements of the 
facial structure and features inherited from one’s parents.894 Müller has suggested that Berlin 
20175 and Lisbon 138 best represent such features as they depict the king as young, as he might 
have appeared at the beginning of his reign (pls. XXII, XIX); I disagree.  I have chosen not to 
include Berlin 20175 in my catalogue and I have dated Lisbon 138 to later in the king’s reign.895 
Further, the series of statues from Medamoud depicting Senwosret III at a range of ages casts 
doubt on the idea that the age of the king progressed naturally, as the group would have 
derived from a single commission.896 Like Aldred, Müller also fails to provide the criteria she uses 
to distinguish what is more youthful about these two examples. 
Her second aspect is Biologically Determined Beauty, which she has defined as the 
biologically conditioned perception of physical beauty that creates an ideal version of beauty 
over time.897 Müller then applies a series of ideal masculine features to the face of Senwosret III, 
leading her to conclude that most of his images depict a later phase of life, after physical beauty 
has faded. During this phase, the expression of beauty relates to cognitive aspects, such as 
                                                             
892 Müller, “Self-perception and self-assertion,” pp. 47-61. 
893 Her study is based on three nearly complete heads that fully preserve the nose, which she has 
attributed to Senwosret III: Lisbon 138, Berlin 20175, and New York MMA 66.99.5. Müller, “Self-
perception and self-assertion,” pp. 49-52. I have chosen not to included Berlin 20175 and MMA 66.99.5 in 
my catalogue. 
894 Müller, “Self-perception and self-assertion,” pp. 49-50. 
895 See the section below on the Later Style of Senwosret III.  
896 See the section below on the Medamoud Series.  
897 Müller, “Self-perception and self-assertion,” p. 50. 
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intelligence and distinction. Müller bases her analysis primarily on generalized anthropological 
models, which she has not taken the time to ground in ancient Egyptian culture. Further, she 
never discusses how she is able to isolate qualities such as intelligence and distinction in an 
image. 
 For her third aspect, Biologically Conditioned Aging, Müller focuses on two of the 
images from Medamoud (pl. IX-X).898 Based on what she considers the obvious signs of aging, 
such as deeper folds of the skin, a down-turned brow and mouth, and a lengthening or general 
slackening of tissues, Müller proposes that the younger statues depicted the king around the 
age of 40, and the older around 50.899 She has further stated that it is unlikely Senwosret III 
reached more than middle age, as the nose, lips, and chin, all become longer as a result of the 
aging process900 – a feature which she believes is absent in the examples she evaluated.  
The fourth aspect, Biologically Conditioned Expression of Primary Emotions, derives 
from research suggesting that there are seven primary emotions – happiness, sadness, fear, 
anger, surprise, contempt, and disgust – which are expressed the same way throughout the 
world.901 Müller eliminates emotions such as depression or sorrow from her examination as she 
has deemed then too complex and, therefore, impossible to isolate in the statuary. However, 
just because an emotion is complex to convey does not mean that the Egyptians did not have 
their own ways of rendering such concepts in art. Again, this category is very problematic as it is 
                                                             
898 Cairo CG 486 and Louvre E 12962. 
899 Müller, “Self-perception and self-assertion,” pp. 50-51. 
900 Müller, “Self-perception and self-assertion,” p. 51.  
901 Müller refers the reader to the following: P. Ekman, “Facial Signs: Facts, Fantasies and Possibilities,” in 
Th. Sebeok (ed.) Sight, Sound, and Sense (Indiana: 1978): pp. 124-156 and P. Ekman (ed.), Emotion in the 
Human Face, 2nd Edition (Cambridge, 1982). 
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virtually impossible for the modern viewer/art historian to interpret emotion accurately when it 
is based on facial physiognomy alone. 
 The final aspect, The Sign Language of the Body, poses another set of difficulties, as very 
few fully preserved examples of Senwosret III statuary have survived. Müller views the body of 
Senwosret III as much more realistic than that of previous kings, but still within the standards for 
the representation of the ruler in Ancient Egypt. She has related the strong athletic figure of the 
king to the biologically conditioned ideal of male beauty and she is not convinced – as virtually 
all other scholars are – that it is younger or more idealized in comparison to his face.  
 On the basis of the above five aspects, Müller concludes that the face of Senwosret III 
exhibited emotions designed to catch the attention of the viewer, while the build of the body 
portrayed strength and power. She has stated further that the facial features signaled the 
intelligence and distinction inherent in the biologically conditioned beauty of a mature middle-
aged man. Based on these features, she has characterized Senwosret III as a distinguished, 
intelligent, energetic individual with a sensitive personality.  All of Müller’s conclusions derive 
from the application of anthropological models without evaluating whether those models fit 
into Egyptian cultural norms or artistic practices. In addition, her focus solely on the 
physiognomy is a problem, as there is no way to verify what Senwosret III looked like, what type 
of person he was, or his age. 
 Next, Müller examines what she has termed ‘personal expression,’ or the real and 
individual expression of Senwosret III resulting from increasing age, life experience, and 
personal character.902 She has proposed that it is possible to evaluate this expression by 
comparing our knowledge of an individual with their facial features. While she admits that this is 
                                                             
902 Müller, “Self-perception and self-assertion,” pp. 52-60. 
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difficult in the case of Senwosret III, due to the nature of ancient textual sources, she proceeds 
regardless. Müller studied the photographic portraits of four men, whom she believed 
resembled the preserved images of Senwosret III, had important professional and public 
personas, and whose lives were well documented.903  She then compared their facial features 
with written accounts of their lives in an attempt to determine what qualities of their 
personalities she could discern in their facial features. Using this method, she concluded that it 
was possible to observe complex personality traits on the face of the individual.  
 Müller then applied this exercise to the face of Senwosret III.904  Using what she 
observed in the faces of the four men, she witnessed a man of distinction, self-command, and 
incorruptibility, whose features illustrated control and the use of force for morally or politically 
justified goals. She also observed an intense energy and activity in the face suggesting the 
potential for aggression. Based on the Semna Stelae905, Müller has suggested that Senwosret III 
placed a high value on exhibiting his character in both text and image. For her, the role of the 
statue referred to in the inscription was to display the individual aura of the king as a paradigm 
for the behavior of its viewers.  
The application of such a study to ancient artworks is problematic on many levels. First, 
a photographic portrait is not the same as an image carved in stone, as the former records 
infinitely more detail. Second, the types of modern historical texts Müller uses to analyze the 
                                                             
903 The men are – Guillaume-Henri Dufour (1787-1875), Swiss general, politician, engineer, and 
cartographer; George Marshall (1880-1959), general, Nobel Peace Prize recipient, and inventor of the 
Marshall-plan; Tadeusz Mazowiecki (born 1927), Polish lawyer, journalist, and politician; and finally, Jacob 
Wackernagel (1853-1938), professor at Basel university. 
904 Müller, “Self-perception and self-assertion,” p. 61. 
905 For more on the Semna Stela see: C.J. Eyre, “The Semna Stelae: Quotation, Genre, and Functions of 
Literature,” in S. Israelit-Groll (ed.) Studies in Egyptology Presented to Miriam Lichtheim, vol. I. (Jerusalem: 
The Magnes Press, 1990), pp. 134-165; Sethe, Lesestucke, no. 23a-b; Janssen, JNES 12 (1953), 51-5; 
Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature I, pp. 118-120; Posener, Litterature et Politique dans l’Egypte de la 
XII Dynastie (Paris: Librairie Honore Champion, 1969), pp. 134-135. 
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four male images have no parallel in the ancient sources, especially those dating to the reign of 
Senwosret III. Royal narratives were composed for eternity, which prohibits them from being 
used as objective accounts in the manner of modern historical narratives.906 Based on Müller’s 
technique, one could just as easily find a well-known criminal who resembled Senwosret III and 
interpret his facial features on the basis of that individual’s character. 
While the presence of what is clearly a more realistic or at least naturalistic treatment of 
certain features is an important factor in the style of royal images under Senwosret III, the 
subjective, emotional, and personal terminology the above scholars have used inhibits the 
creation of a typology focused on iconographic features that could aid in developing a more 
objective view of the statuary of this period.  In addition, due to the limitations of the physical 
evidence, it is impossible for scholars to know what Senwosret III looked like. Therefore, any 
attempt to divine his personal character on the basis of the facial expression of his statues 
appears too subjective. It is critical to contextualize these images and to assess their function 
within the ancient Egyptian cultural sphere – not to promote our own modern conceptions of 
portraiture. 
                                                             
906 S.G. Quirke, “Narrative Literature,” in A. Loprieno (ed.) Ancient Egyptian Literature: History and Forms 
(Leiden: Brill, 1996), pp. 263-276. 265. R. Tefnin agrees, stating that the preserved texts of this period are 
more narrative in nature and confuse the concepts of myth and reality. He has also questioned why the 
visual language would operate in a different mode and views both the texts and images as propaganda 
designed to illustrate a very specific new royal ideology. R. Tefnin, “Les yeux et les oreilles du Roi,” in M. 
Broze and Ph. Talon (eds), L'atelier de l'orfèvre: mélanges offerts à Ph. Derchain (Leuven: Peeters, 1992), 
pp. 147-156, p. 48. C.J. Eyre has stated that the original motivation for royal inscriptions was visual, as 
they were designed to publicize a certain deity, ruler, or official and to influence the attitude of the viewer 
towards a specific individual or group. C.J. Eyre, “Is Egyptian Literature ‘Historical’ or ‘Literary’?” in A. 




2.1.3 – The Portrait of Ideal Kingship: 
The next group of scholars looked past the physical image of the king to examine the 
relationship between his countenance and the literature/ideals of the Middle Kingdom.907 They 
have reasoned that while the king’s physiognomy may have incorporated realistic or naturally 
rendered features; its main objective was to portray the ideals of the period.908 Initially these 
studies related the images to the texts referring primarily to the Early 12th Dynasty, such as The 
Teachings of Amenemhet I; however, overtime the focus has shifted to texts contemporary with 
Senwosret III.  
In, Staat aus dem Stein, H.G. Evers provides one of the earliest overviews of the known 
statuary of the 12th Dynasty.909 He has proposed that a unique facial form appeared during the 
reign of Senwosret III that represented a dramatic shift in human consciousness and a new 
Egyptian worldview.910 This new facial style, which first began to develop under Senwosret I, was 
                                                             
907 D. Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000 v. Chr.: die Gebut des Individuums, (Munich: Hirmer, 2000), pp. 41-43, 
94-111, 124-135; D. Wildung, L’age d’or de l’Egypte: le Moyen Empire, (Paris: Presses universitaires de 
France, 1984), pp. 196-213; Russman, Eternal Egypt, pp. 35-36. For analysis and translation of these texts 
see: W.K. Simpson (ed.), The Literature of Ancient Egypt (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2003); M. 
Lichtheim, Ancient Egyptian Literature: A Book of Readings, vol. I (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
2006); R.B. Parkinson, Voices From Ancient Egypt (Norman: University of Oklahoma Press, 1991); R.B. 
Parkinson, The Tale of Sinuhe and Other Ancient Egyptian Poems, 1940-1640 BC (New York: Clarendon 
Press, 1997); R.B. Parkinson, Poetry and Culture in Middle Kingdom Egypt: A Dark Side to Perfection 
(London: Continuum, 2002).  
908 These texts and the messages conveyed within are discussed in Chapter One. 
909 H.G. Evers, Staat aus dem Stein: Denkmäler, Geschichte und Bedeutung der Ägyptischen Plastik 
während des Mittleren Reichs (Munich: F. Bruckmann, 1929), pp. 76-88. 
910 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 76. He relates this shift to the transformation of art from hieroglyphic 
forms into a reflection of the lives of the people and to the newly emerging view of the king as a human 
being, leading to a shift from a theocratic government to an earthly political state. Others who share a 
similar viewpoint include: K. Lange, Sesostris (München: Hirmer, 1954), pp. 31-34 and W. Seipel, Bilder für 
Ewigkeit: 3000 Jahre ägyptischer Kunst. Cat. (Konstanz: Verlag Friedr. Stadler Konstanz, 1983), p. 94. H.W. 
Müller agrees with Evers’ assessment of the new facial form, he highlights the new bony structure of the 
face and the play between the muscles of the cheeks and mouth to create a more unified composition. He 
also believes that this represents the first time in which the image of the king comes into alignment with 
his linguistic counterpart with the goal of illustrating the ideal qualities of kingship during the Middle 
Kingdom. H.W. Müller, “Pharaonische Zeit,” in Müller, H.W., K. Wessel, and J. von Beckerath (eds.), 5000 
Jahre Ägyptische Kunst (Cat. Essen: Villa Hugel, 1961), p. 50. 
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free of any association to the hieroglyphic forms of the past. Evers has highlighted the 
distinctiveness of the statuary of Senwosret II and his son Senwosret III based their lack of 
symmetry and has connected it to a cultural shift in which artistic expression became the 
language of the dynasty.911 
Evers observed a series of triangular formations in the facial features of Senwosret III 
designed to emphasize the contrast between the power and softness of the different 
elements.912 This new method of organization was further accented by the fact that many of the 
statues were beardless. The most significant features, for Evers, were the down-turned mouth 
and the similarly downward slanting muscular structure that framed the nose, cheeks, and 
upper lip. According to this system the nose formed the tip of a triangle that represented the 
lower face, connecting the nose, jaw and mouth. The long edge of the chin formed the lower 
side of a large triangle, whose apex was the cheekbones. The cheekbones then provided the 
base for the eyes, creating a triangle that moved from the inner corner of the eye, to the wall of 
the nose, to the outer corner of the eye. The eyes, now free from any cosmetic lines, became a 
part of overall plan of the sculpture, rooted in the bony structure of the face. 
In examining the individual elements of the face, Evers noted an intense sense of 
tension and release.  He found that the temples, forehead, and ears of each statue varied 
according to the king’s headgear.913 He also identified a new method for the construction of the 
ears, consisting of two clearly distinguished surfaces, the large upper ear and the ear lobe, 
which caused them to stick out to the sides instead of lying flat, providing a sense of stability to 
                                                             
911 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 80. 
912 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 78. 
913 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 79. 
210 
 
the newly rounded and unbalanced structure of the head/face.914 In addition, two folds 
appeared in between the eyebrows, which corresponded to the muscular pressure placed on 
the brows and gave the face a kind of motion. 
For Evers, this new style did not merely represent another Egyptian king – it represented 
a new Egyptian man.915 While many of the features derived from earlier 12th Dynasty sources, 
during the reign of Senwosret III they were combined in a new and unique way. Evers has 
associated this newness with the changes present in the royal tomb architecture, private 
statuary and relief carving, and private tomb architecture and painting of the period.916 Further, 
he has identified the pectoral as the best counterpart to the new triangular system of 
construction used for the royal statuary.917 In the pectorals, the triangular formations of the legs 
and bodies of the figures combined with the vertical cartouches to create a visual emphasis on 
the king’s name.918  
While Evers found the face/head of the figures of Senwosret III revolutionary, the bodies 
followed the classic Egyptian conventions. He has related this feature to the statue’s capacity for 
life, stating that the Egyptians would never have altered the composition of the king’s body, so 
as to preserve its potential for movement.919 However, this seems slightly at odds with his 
assessment of the face, particularly the addition of the two folds between the eyebrows, which 
he has suggested added a sense of real movement. Evers has also identified an increase in the 
presence of the statue base, which continues to the 13th Dynasty, and served to isolate the 
                                                             
914 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 79.  
915 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 79.  
916 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 79. 
917 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 80. 
918 For examples, see Cairo JE 30875, the Pectoral of Mereret. 
919 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 80. 
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figure from the ground and focus the gaze of the viewer on the body of the figure, underscoring 
the importance placed on visual communication during this period. 
In addition, Evers detected new developments in the surface treatments of the statues 
dating to Senwosret III that worked to accentuate the new system of organization.920 He has 
described the surface of each statue as a network of interlocking rays that connected all the 
features and emphasized details such as color or wrinkles and allowed iconographic elements, 
such as the puckering of the headscarf, the pleating of the kilt, etc. to appear more natural. 921 
These techniques become even more apparent during the reign of Amenemhet III as different 
types of statues appear to have emphasized different features depending on their function.922 R. 
Tefnin also stresses the interplay between form and light as the key aspect distinguishing the 
royal sculpture of the 12th Dynasty.923 He has further observed that both royal and private facial 
features dating from the reigns of Senwosret I to Senwosret III exhibited tension and opposition 
that added a temporal dimension and illustrated the uncertainty and complexity of human life 
therein. 
These new surface preparations focused on the importance of color and light.924 For 
example, in the Old Kingdom the stripes of the nemes were painted, the fabric was smooth, and 
there was no wrinkling or puckering; the presence of paint precluded the need to emphasize the 
lines in relief. The Late 12th Dynasty examples focused on the interplay between light and 
shadow, and height and depth. Evers believed that the art of this period was more architectural, 
                                                             
920 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 81. 
921 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, pp. 81-83. 
922 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 81.  
923 Tefnin, “Les yeux et les oreilles du Roi,” pp. 149-150; Laboury echoes Tefnin’s analysis (Laboury, “Le 
portrait royal sous Séostris III et Amenemhat III,” pp. 60-61). 
924 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 82. 
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using light to make the shadows and depths appear as color.925 Here artists used color to 
highlight the sculptural details, not to define them. According to Evers, a spiritualization of the 
stone occurred as a result of this new relationship with light. He has suggested that it was the 
first time that artists designed a statue to be viewed as a whole and complete composition in 
and of itself.926 There is evidence that at least some of the statuary of Senwosret III was painted, 
which obscures some of Evers’ findings. 
Evers believed that this new style was truly revolutionary. Whereas Old Kingdom 
sculpture was simple and direct, a new more complicated method had emerged, as a result of 
the First Intermediate Period that culminated in the reign of Senwosret III.927 He has stated that 
at the end of the Old Kingdom there was a dramatic artistic shift, unparalleled in speed and 
extent, that should be viewed as a turn not a transition.928 During the 12th Dynasty the statue 
truly became a monument, therefore the changes in the statuary can only be understood in 
relation to the changing political climate.929 According to Evers, an elevation of the gods of the 
state coupled with a profound weakening of the religious sphere led to the development of an 
earthly political state.930 He has associated the faces of the statues with these religious 
developments and with the changing dynamics between this world and the world of the gods. 
During the reign of Senwosret III the king was a human man who needed the protection or the 
gods, just as they needed cult.931 
                                                             
925 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 82.  
926 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 83.  
927 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 83.  
928 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, pp. 84-85.  
929 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 85.  
930 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 85.  
931 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 85.  
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Evers has rooted these artistic changes in the new literary style characterized by The 
Teachings of Amenemhet I and The Hymns to Senwosret III and has suggested that these new 
modes of expression served to unite the king and the people.932 He believed that The Hymns 
illustrated the importance of the maintenance of monuments to provide for the existence of the 
state. Therefore, each new monument became a representation of the state not a 
representation of an individual.  The state was now imbedded in the human world, and the 
humanity of the king was no longer displayed merely in a few comprehensive features, but in 
the infinite variety of the royal countenance.933 The king was no longer a god; he was a 
representative of the state, and during the reign of Senwosret III an image of the king finally 
emerged to match his literary depiction.934 For Evers, while these images depicted human 
characteristics, they did not reflect the actual feelings of the king portrayed.935 To the contrary, 
W. Seipel has suggested that this was the only time in ancient Egypt when the human being in 
the office of kingship revealed himself.936  K. Lange and E.R. Russman have taken a slightly 
different approach, asserting that these new images reflected the pessimism and distrust 
present in the texts, leading Russman to conclude that the images were totally ideological in 
nature.937  
                                                             
932 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, pp. 86-87. 
933 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 87.  
934 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 87. I. Winter echoes these ideas in her article, “What/When is a 
Portrait? Royal Images of the Ancient Near East,” Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society 153 
(2009): 254-270. 
935 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 88.  
936 She stresses these sentiments in Seipel, Götter Menschen Pharaonen, p. 127 – in which she states that 
the statuary of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III shows that Egyptian artists were concerned with creating 
a realistic likeness – even if it was associated with additional political, ideological, or 
philosophical/spiritual goals. 
937 Lange, Sesostris, pp. 31-34; Russman, Eternal Egypt, p. 35.  
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A number of scholars have linked the image of Senwosret III specifically with the style of 
kingship portrayed in The Teachings of Amenemhet I.938 E.D. Meyer was the first to do so; he 
suggested that the statuary revealed the trait of melancholy in combination with an earnest 
concern for the struggles of man, which he likened to the texts.939 H.G. Müller then added that 
the images also reflected the burdens of kingly office, the rivalry between the king and 
nomarchs, and the increasing importance of the god Osiris.940 Others have touted the statuary 
as propaganda, designed to promote the contemporary view of the king as an introspective and 
concerned ruler, worn down by the burdens of kingship.941 Unfortunately, the majority of 
scholars in this group expended little effort in analyzing the texts themselves in order to define 
precisely the traits to which they refer or how they evolved. In addition, it is most likely that the 
statuary would have had a restricted audience. 
D. Wildung has devoted considerable attention to the relationship between text and 
image during the Middle Kingdom. His work suggests that after the First Intermediate Period, 
the Egyptians developed a more critical view of their own existence – as exhibited in The 
Teachings of Merikare and similar texts.942 He has proposed that, during the Middle Kingdom, a 
stronger sense of personal responsibility and self-confidence developed as ideas related to the 
afterlife and human image changed, creating a place for the individual both textually and 
                                                             
938 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, pp. 86-87; E.D. Meyer, Geschischte des Altertums, Vol. I, 2. (Stuttgart: J.G. 
Cotta’sche Buchhandlung Nachfolger, 1913), pp. 292-293; H.W. Müller, “Pharaonische Zeit,” p. 50; W.S. 
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939 Meyer, Geschischte des Altertums, pp. 292-293. 
940 H.W. Müller, Ägyptische Kunst, (Frankfurt: Umschau, 1970), p. 27. 
941 W.K. Simpson, The Face of Egypt: Permanence and Change in Egyptian Art. Cat. (Katonah: The Katonah 
Gallery, 1977), p. 19; W.K. Simpson, “The Middle Kingdom in Egypt: Some Recent Acquisitions,” Boston 
Museum Bulletin 72 (1974): 100-116, p. 101. 
942 D. Wildung, “Menschwerdung Zum Portrat in der Kunst des Mittleren Reiches,” in D. Wildung (ed.), 
Agypten 2000 v. Chr. Die Geburt des Individuums (Munich: Hirmer, 2000), pp. 41-44. 
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visually.943 In the 1978 catalogue, Gotter Pharaonen, Wildung identified a very personal style 
present in both the sculpture and relief dating to the reign of Senwosret III.944 Individuality is the 
key to understanding Wildung’s analysis of the royal statuary of this period; he relates the facial 
expression of the statues to the new personal responsibility of the king, who now acted as an 
individual.  
In his 1984 publication, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, Wildung suggested that royal portraits 
fluctuated between an official representation and one that symbolized the individual character 
of the king, depending on their functional placement, geographic origin, and the type of 
statue.945 He stated further that, during the Middle Kingdom, both royal and private statues 
became important outlets for self-representation, since they functioned in public spaces for the 
first time, serving as monuments in the true sense of the word.946 Wildung has proposed that a 
program of royal power emerged in the form of colossal statuary and statues placed in temple 
forecourts, which made the image of the king ever more prominent.947 
Like Russman, Wildung stresses the unique quality of each image of Senwosret III within 
a very uniform corpus. He has identified the ease of visual communication in comparison to 
writing as the key feature in these developments.948 For royal portraits, the idealized 
representation of the institution of kingship and individualized representations of the king as a 
human form the key components. The language of royal sculpture straddled the line between 
                                                             
943 Wildung, “Menschwerdung Zum Portrat,” p. 43. 
944 D. Wildung and G. Grimm (eds.), Gotter Pharaonen (Mainz: Von Zabern, 1978), Cat. 21. 
945 Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, p. 195.   
946 D. Wildung, “Übermensch und Menschensohn Bildnisse des Pharao,” in A. Grimm, S. Schoske, and D. 
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tradition and innovation and reflected the tension between the individual personality of the 
ruler and the representation of his dogmatic position.949 Wildung has observed that the royal 
portraits of Senwosret III emphasized his historical uniqueness through the creation of an 
individualized image housed within the traditional iconography of kingship.950 He suggests that 
they run contrary to the traditional Egyptian style in that they reflect a more realistic image.951  
J. Baines has also associated the images of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III with texts 
such as The Instructions of Merikare and those of Amenemhet I; however, he proposes that they 
were totally idealized.952 He has suggested that during the reign of Senwosret III a fully idealized 
style took over that incorporated a youthful ideal body and a worn facial type.953 Based on the 
exaggerated ears and eyes of the statuary, Baines identifies the images as propaganda used to 
influence the most elite echelons of society.954 He has theorized that the statuary was created 
by and for a small group of elites and served to incorporate the core values expressed in writing 
into the king’s image. Baines’ arguments run counter to those of Wildung, who has stressed the 
more public nature of statuary during this period. It is unclear how colossal statuary or images 
like the one accompanying the stelae at Semna fit into Baines’ system – would they have 
expressed the same values to a wider range of society, or were the upper level elite the only 
members of society capable of understanding the messages conveyed in the statuary? 
J. Assmann has also emphasized both the realism and ideological aims inherent in the 
statuary. In Stein und Zeit, he notes the independent spirit of the Middle Kingdom, especially 
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during the reigns of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III.955 In his view, the statuary of these two 
kings is unique in its naturalness and recorded distinct individuals at specific ages.956 Although 
Assman is one of the first to examine the terminology that earlier scholars used to describe the 
statuary, he falls short of creating a more objective method of description. He cautions that 
terms such as resignation, melancholy, determination, or masculinity characterize the range of 
facial expressions – but are not interpretive.957 He has proposed that the expression of the king 
intensified as his age increased. However, he does not discuss how he makes this assessment. 
For him, the statuary was focused on the eyes and mouth, as those areas communicated the 
inner life of the individual.958  
Assman specifically highlights the traits of loneliness, disillusionment, and 
disappointment.959 He has suggested that during this period these kings had both a desire to 
display their individual features and age and to portray themselves as examples of texts such as 
The Teachings of Amenemhet I and others.960 He has equated both the texts and the emerging 
artistic style with a new concept of wisdom visible in the contemporary cosmological and socio-
political order, the court system, the religion of Osiris, and the judgment of the dead.961 Assman 
coined the term ‘expressive identity’ to describe the statuary.962 He derives the term 
‘expressive’ from the visibility of the inner personality, and ‘identity’ from the ideal identity 
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958 Assman, Stein und Zeit, p. 154. 
959 Assman, Stein und Zeit, p. 152.  
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within the sitter. His use of the word ‘identity’ here is somewhat misleading, as it is commonly 
associated with individuality. However, what Assman refers to here is not the identity of the 
individual, but the cultural identity of the king as expressed in the texts of the Middle Kingdom.  
Other scholars have linked the statuary primarily with The Hymns to Senwosret III and 
other Late Middle Kingdom texts. Bourriau suggests that the Late Middle Kingdom style was 
totally new and combined individual features with royal iconography.963 She views the faces of 
royal statuary of this period as individualized portraits and the bodies as representations of the 
traditional idealized royal form.964 She has connected the statuary to texts, such as The Hymns to 
Senwosret III, that stress the divinity of the king and has proposed that the goal of the sculptor 
was total realism. However, like virtually all of the other scholars who have offered similar 
opinions, she fails to define this term or to discuss how its use related to ancient Egyptian 
conceptions of art. 
More recently, Wildung shifted his original position, suggesting that the royal statuary of 
the 12th Dynasty masked the institution of kingship in favor of expressing the individual 
personality of the king.965 He has related this idea to the emphasis on the power of the king’s 
words in The Hymns to Senwosret III. Wildung follows Schoske, who proposed that the statues 
did not represent the king’s exercise of power or the pessimism expressed in the some of the 
texts of the period, but served as “psychogramme” that represented a king who speaks and 
acts.966 Wildung has associated this concept with the portion of the Semna Inscription that 
                                                             
963 J. Bourriau, Pharaohs and Mortals: Egyptian Art in the Middle Kingdom (Cambridge: Cambridge 
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965 D. Wildung, “Eternal Presence. The Image of the Pharaoh in Egyptian Sculpture,” in C. Ziegler (ed.). The 
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states, “What is planned by my heart is done by my hand. I am a king who strikes in order to 
grasp, who is rushed off to a successful outcome, who does not rest while there is a plan in his 
heart.” He has stated that it was the statue of the king that accompanied this text that rendered 
its message understandable to most people.967 Although, not all scholars agree that an 
accompanying statue existed.968 Schoske also stresses the connection between the emergence 
of the royal hymns and the portrait style and she has emphasized the importance of the royal 
word as an instrument of power and a key to understanding the images of Senwosret III.969   
R. Tefnin is another scholar who has related the statuary to the concepts expressed in 
The Hymns; however, he argues that the images were primarily idealistic. His work focuses on 
the exaggerated ears and eyes – both of which he links to the texts. 970 He counters those who 
have associated these features with realism, stating that it would have been odd for the 
Egyptians to restrict their use of realism to the face in royal statuary, when they did not do so 
for private statuary.971 Further, he has highlighted the existence of both youthful and aged 
images that were likely sculpted at the same time, such as the series from Medamoud, which 
also argues against a desire for true likeness.972  
Tefnin agrees with Posener, that the texts of the 12th Dynasty were propaganda 
designed to portray a new image of kingship based on the king’s intelligence, internal character, 
and physical prowess in war, created for the purpose of restoring confidence in the institution of 
                                                             
967 Wildung, “Eternal Presence,” p. 203. 
968 As noted in Chapter One, J.P. Allen has suggested that the “image” referred to in the text was actually 
the king’s titulary at the top of the stela. Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 100, p. 
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kingship after the First Intermediate Period.973 He suggests that the royal statuary of the period 
depicted a king who listen, speaks, and acts. The ears served as semiotic devices representing 
listening and illustrating the king as a benevolent listener and good communicator.974 Tefnin 
then extrapolates that if artists exaggerated the ears, they must have exaggerated the facial 
expression as well; therefore, it cannot represent reality. He has related the countenance to the 
theme of royal vigilance, which is prevalent during the reign of Senwosret III, in texts such as The 
Hymns to Senwosret III, and has suggested that artists used the signs of lack of sleep, the intense 
gaze, and fatigue to symbolize the ruler’s overall watchfulness and concern for his people. The 
final element of Tefnin’s new royal image is the powerful and youthful body, which he believes 
was designed to both supplement and contrast the facial features.  
Although Tefnin has proposed an entirely semiotic explanation for the features of the 
statuary, he is quick to state that he does believe that this style had a basis in reality.975 He has 
stated that it is clear the images incorporated a significant amount of objective reality, which 
was essential to the credibility of their message.976 The inherent difference between ‘realism’ 
and ‘likeness’ is critical here, as the realistic quality of these sculptures does not necessitate a 
likeness to the king himself.  
One of the most recent attempts to examine the relationship between these images and 
the texts of the late Middle Kingdom comes from B. Mathieu.977  Mathieu suggests that the reign 
of Senwosret III marked an important moment in the history of pharaonic ideology that was 
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shaped in part by the vigorous political policy conducted in the frontiers of the territory, and 
reflected in the literature of the second half of the 12th Dynasty in the genre of the royal 
hymn.978  The most important and original aspect of the text of the Semna Stele is that the 
words come from the king’s own mouth.979 According to Mathieu, this is the first time that the 
utterance of the king himself is preserved, on the monument, enumerating a fundamental 
principle necessary to all members of society. Mathieu has also stressed the importance of The 
Hymns of Senwosret III, which offer a dual representation of the king, describing him as both too 
fierce for his enemies and full of solicitude for his faithful subjects.980  In addition, many 
metaphors appear in the hymns that develop further in the New Kingdom, including the 
concepts of a king who was very attentive to all his people, as well as to the gods and the dead, 
and one who allows everyone to sleep peacefully day and night and ensures their wellbeing.981 
Mathieu has suggested that the literary themes present in The Hymns are witnessed in the 
statuary of Senwosret III and his son. The faces of the statues were stamped with a look of 
weariness, which transcribed into stone the motif of the wise and attentive king.982 The Hymns 
also manifested the acute awareness of the authors of these texts and their sponsors of the 
power and political gain that could derive from its display.983   
E. Delange has offered yet another opinion, suggesting that changes occurred first in the 
civil/private sphere and then appeared in royal art.984 She proposes that during the reign of 
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Senwosret III these new elements joined with the classic style to create an increasingly complex 
artistic model that fused both realism and exaggeration. Delange cautions against defining the 
statuary of this period with a single formula and has distinguished it as a turning point between 
the eternal nature of Old Kingdom art and the humanism present in the art of the New 
Kingdom.985 In Delange’s view, the statuary fluctuated along a sliding scale, between the eternal 
and the earthly, just as the king himself represented a point of distinction between the gods and 
man. Perhaps the variety within the Senwosret III corpus is reflective of the first time this 
relationship was truly explored in the art. 
L. Gestermann links the new royal image with a number of political and cultural turns 
that also appear to reach their apogee during the reign of Senwosret III.986 She has noted a 
change, beginning with the reign of Senwosret II, in the mode of royal self-representation 
designed to draw the viewer’s attention to the face. Winkles appear, the brows follow the 
natural line of the eye, the eyelids are heavy, the lips narrow, and the corners of the mouth 
drawn down. Traces of aging, or at least the accentuation of certain features, also begin to 
appear. These new features are juxtaposed with the more traditional iconography of the 
costume and pose of the figures. For Gestermann, this statuary does not constitute a portrait, 
but portrays the ideal of Senwosret III.987 She notes that this image fits perfectly with the mood 
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of the period as it makes a clear distinction from everything that came before, depicting the 
human aspect of the king for the first time.988  
Gestermann’s analysis of the social, cultural, and political changes of the late 12th 
Dynasty have led her to propose that the alterations inherent in the three-dimensional image of 
Senwosret III were directly related to the disappearance of the office of the nomarch and likely 
reflected the royal usurpation of the role of patron or care-taker previously occupied by the 
holders of that office.989 She has also observed this transition in the literature of the period, 
particularly The Hymns to Senwosret III.990 According to Gestermann, the chosen image of a 
given king was a political choice, not a matter of taste and as such it would have reflected an 
important message.991 
During the reign of Senwosret II there is a clear shift of power from the provinces to the 
center tied to the abolition of the office of nomarch and the policy of educating new officials at 
court.992 The consequences of this development for the administrative structure were certainly 
enormous, but they could have been even more serious socially for provincial elites. She then 
proposes that it is to fill this new social gap that changes began to occur in the image of the king, 
leading to a new, humanized representation of the king as patron. The connotation of the king 
as absolute ruler remains, but a new aspect appears, an aspect also present in The Hymns.993 
She has suggested that this idea of the king as a “good shepherd” is also a concept that would 
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have been applicable to the nomarchs. For Gestermann, it is clear that Senwosret III chose to 
move away from the canonical form of Egyptian royal statuary, a choice that must surely have 
been rooted in the political climate of the period.994 These trends continue under Amenemhet III 
at the beginning of his reign, before he gradually turned away from it.995 
Two recent exhibitions in Lille and New York have renewed debate over the statuary of 
Senwosret III.996 P. Tallet notes that the royal portraits of Senwosret III were closer to an 
accessible human model than any other royal pharaonic work and he too has associated the 
style of the images with The Hymns to Senwosret III and Semna Stele, which celebrated the 
energy of the king, his valor in combat, and his dedication to the people.997 Tallet has stated 
further that the Egyptians presented Senwosret III as a tangible human being with whom they 
could identify based both on his physical features and aspects of his personality.998 
Freed, like others, has rightly deduced that while Senwosret III is one of the most easily 
identifiable monarchs, the variation within his corpus of statuary makes it hard to evaluate.999  
Despite small differences all known examples remain within a characteristic framework. She 
credits some of these small variances to the fact that different artists worked on these 
sculptures, and it would have been difficult for one artist to reproduce an exact copy of 
another’s work. However, based on the group from Medamoud, she concludes that, at least in 
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that case, the images recorded a range of ages from youth to old age.1000 She cautions that even 
if the sculptures of Senwosret III did accentuate his individuality, it is impossible to define 
whether they accurately reflected his character and personality, if they projected the king’s 
ideals, or if the features were the result of the artist’s interpretation.1001 Freed has observed 
that, in general Senwosret III was rather conservative as an innovator, as this stylistic evolution 
had already begun under his father, Senwosret II.1002 The only inventive element of his corpus is 
the series from Deir el-Bahari, which served as the official manifestation of the devotion for a 
past king, expressed using a new iconographic vocabulary created specifically for that purpose 
(pl. V).1003  
A. Oppenheim places the statuary of Senwosret III into her second major transition 
during the Middle Kingdom, suggesting that the mature facial style present on the statuary of 
Senwosret III and Amenemhet III was a radical departure indicative of a revolution in the ideas 
surrounding kingship.1004 During the Old Kingdom and Early Middle Kingdom statues depicted 
the king in his prime, with a smooth face and muscular body, but under Senwosret III, a mature 
face appears for the first time.1005 Oppenheim compares the juxtaposition of the mature face 
and youthful body to statues that combined human and animal features, as both sought to 
illustrate the symbolic qualities of the individual represented and their multiple attributes.1006 
She has suggested that the works of Senwosret III represented the intellectual strength of 
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maturity and the power of physical vigor.1007 She bases her assessment of age and the 
perception of knowledge in part on representations of Queen Tiye of the 18th Dynasty, which 
Do. Arnold has tied to a text that urged Akhenaten to consult his elderly mother, because she 
was a wise woman.1008  
Oppenheim links these developments to a number of societal and cultural changes that 
also took place during this period, including: alterations to the form of the royal funerary 
complex, the appearance of new symbolic types of jewelry amongst elite women, a vast 
increase in the number of private monuments, and changes in private burial practices and 
goods. She has identified that all of these transformations, when taken together, indicate a 
fundamental rethinking of many cultural aspects related to kingship, administration, society, 
and religion.1009 She proposes that the sculptors of the Middle Kingdom created individualized, 
recognizable portraits designed to illustrate the current conception of kingship as it shifted from 
reign to reign.1010 Based on an assumption that artists’ workshops would have been spread 
throughout the country – or at least located in major centers – she suggests that sculptors relied 
on models, which conveyed the desired features of each ruler. In some cases, such the reign of 
Amenemhet III where multiple facial styles existed, she has proposed that it is possible that the 
differences may have reflected various developments during his long reign.1011 However, 
generally she views any variations within the corpus of a single king as a reflection of the 
sculptor’s personal response to the basic idea of how a given king’s face should be 
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constructed.1012 Further, she has indicated that any differences in sculptures created as a series, 
such as those from Deir el-Bahari and Medamoud, derived from the use of a team of sculptors 
with varying skill levels.1013 
Do. Arnold defines three phases of development in the facial features of royal sculpture 
dating to the Middle Kingdom.1014 Rulers of the Early Middle Kingdom had themselves depicted 
as “holders of the divine office;” their images have no wrinkles, idealized eyes, features based 
on hieroglyphic forms, full cheeks, and smiling mouths. During the mid 12th Dynasty, the reigns 
of Amenemhet II and Senwosret II, an intermediary phase occurred, and the pharaoh’s features 
became more animated. Finally, in the Late 12th Dynasty, Senwosret III and Amenemhet III chose 
to emphasize the physical presence of the ruler by depicting a living facial musculature and bone 
structure.  She has suggested that these images represented real living men who had fully 
experienced life – however, since this individualization was confined to the faces, it represented 
only one facet of a diverse visual message.1015  
 In examining the work of previous scholars Arnold found that neither the message 
oriented nor the psychological interpretations provide an explanation for the marked and 
consistently varied faces of Senwosret III and his son.1016 She notes that there can be no doubt 
that ancient viewers were able to recognize these two kings as individuals based on their 
features, suggesting further that this apparent emphasis on individual facial features might 
relate to the fact that they ruled as coregents for an extended period of time. However, for her, 
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the fact that this individualized style appears at the beginning of Senwosret III’s reign, prior to 
the establishment of a coregency, argues against this theory. Arnold goes on to propose that a 
more satisfying explanation would be that they were based on each king’s quest to establish his 
presence throughout the country.1017 She likens the identification marks on the faces to the 
royal titulary – asserting that they would have visually reinforced the titulary and other policy-
declaring texts, such as the Semna Stela. Like these texts, the king and his inner circle likely 
determined the features of each king early on in his reign, with adjustments being made later.  
According to Arnold, the identification marks could have derived from the actual 
features of the king or have been purely conceptual. Artists would have had to select these 
markings based on current ideas related to human existence and kingship. She likens the royal 
sculpture of the Late 12th Dynasty to R. Parkinson’s assessment of the texts of the period, in 
which he has raised questions about the existence of imperfection and suffering.1018 To Arnold, 
when viewed as they were intended, along with their shapely and athletic bodies, these less 
than perfect faces raise questions about the pharaoh’s divinity. The fact that such issues were 
addressed in royal statuary makes these images some of the “most significant representations 
of human beings every created.”1019 
In his analysis of the statuary of Senwosret III, Tallet draws an analogy with Posener’s 
identification of the texts of the Middle Kingdom as political propaganda.1020 He follows Tefnin’s 
theory that everything related to the image of the king must be seen as a manifestation of a 
well-defined ideology not just a simple realistic representation of a given character. Based on 
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the two large series from Medamoud and Deir el-Bahari he too suggests that the statuary 
revealed a range of ages from youth to old age. He has noted that the youthful faces are full, 
while those that are more aged have marked features and a disdainful pout. Since all of these 
images would have been produced at the same time, he proposes that the differences 
represented various aspects of the king. 
As many others have noted, the depiction of age is in marked contrast to the previous 
presentations of the king, giving these figures a more human quality. For Tallet, while the 
distinctiveness of the features is undeniable, it is clear that they were designed to conform to 
the political vision of the king; he bases this assessment on a point-by-point analysis of the 
elements of the king’s face.1021 He suggests that the oversized size ears are the first clue, as they 
deviate from the realism apparent at first glance; this feature appears with most of the 
sovereigns of the 12th Dynasty beginning with the reign of Senwosret I. He, like Tefnin, 
associates the large ears with the concept of listening and the idea of a monarch concerned with 
the well-being of his subjects. He likens the aged face with its emphasized features and powerful 
gaze, to the tireless energy of the king and his role as the vigilant helmsman of the barque of the 
State. The expression of the mouth he ties to the literary texts and their pessimistic view of 
humanity, in particular, The Teachings of Amenemhet I in which the king complains about 
relatives who have plotted against him. Further, he relates the pinched lips and muscular 
tension surrounding the mouth to the pharaoh's oratorical qualities - indispensable to a military 
leader whose eloquence is also well rendered on the Year 16 Semna Stela.1022  
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Tallet’s analysis indicates that the image of Senwosret III reflected a complex royal 
ideology, with the goal to simultaneously reveal the many facets of the sovereign. He has 
suggested that the portrait of the elderly man, an image of wisdom and vigilance, was 
completed within the same series by that of the juvenile king, overflowing with physical 
strength.1023 He has found the same complementarity in relief on the Medamoud lintel. Tallet 
has stated that there is there is no doubt that all of these images were conceived as a powerful 
means of political propaganda, some of which were undoubtedly destined to be seen, like that 
mentioned by the Semna stelae on the Nubian frontier. 
I. Winter’s examination of the statuary of Gudea relates directly to the link between the 
textual and visual representations of kingship.1024 Winter studied the 20 known statues of 
Gudea, which all closely resemble one another, but include minor variations, not unlike the 
statuary of Senwosret III. She also analyzed the verbal message reflected in the inscriptions of 
that king, which often have significant variations that serve to distinguish one statue from 
another; she has related the statues and texts to Gudea’s drive to be an effective ruler.1025 
Winter focuses her attention on the intersection between certain visual aspects of the free-
standing statuary of Gudea and some of the verbal representations of him in his own texts, with 
the goal to demonstrate that certain traits that had previously been considered to be formal 
properties of the works are in fact highly –coded signifiers of meaning.1026  
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After a short overview of the texts in question, Winter begins her analysis of the visual 
properties of the statuary, the dominant features of which include: muscular arms, clasped 
hands, and enlarged eyes; features that have prompted some scholars to refer to these images 
as portraits and others as ideal essences.1027 Winter states that the same features that allow 
scholars to distinguish the Akkadian and Old Babylonian styles also express certain qualities that 
can only be understood in conjunction with contemporary written sources referring to the 
intent of the statues and the nature of the subject depicted.1028 For example, the text inscribed 
on Gudea Statue B, opens with a list of attributes of Gudea described as gifts from various gods, 
thus highlighting the features important to the ruler. Winter has stated that, “by comparing the 
verbal representation of the ruler with his physical representation in the statues, what emerges 
is a consistent and coherent picture in both domains,” which equates to a representation of 
power.1029   
Winter argues that the visual traits related to the specific cultural and historical milieu. 
She works her way through a series of examples that show that many of the properties normally 
categorized as form, actually carried significant meaning in the Mesopotamian context. For 
example, the traits of height, a broad body/chest, a full muscled arm, a broad face with wide 
ears, and large eyes are all visual elements that link with qualities of a good/effective ruler 
expressed in the texts.1030 This type of detail-oriented, point-by-point analysis of the texts is 
missing in large part from the work of those scholars who have linked the images of Senwosret 
III with the texts of the Middle Kingdom.  
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Winter ultimately concludes that these features served as signs that carried “definite 
and identifiable value, to accord with the rhetorical ends of the statue.”1031 She suggests that 
while as modern scholars we need the textual referents to understand the meaning, the 
knowledgeable viewer would have immediately seen the ideals of contemporary kingship. 
According to Winter, visual aspects and verbal epithets function as important carriers of 
meaning that united to signify Gudea’s right to rule.1032 The statues take on further significance 
due to their role as cult objects and they represent the historical, political, and sacramental 
aspects of the king. Winter has determined that, while some of the details of the face may have 
represented the individual, the statue as a whole served as the “literal embodiment of the ideal 
able and righteous ruler.”  
It is in this same light that that the statuary of Senwosret III becomes most clear, not as 
the true and realistic portrait of a man, but as an embodiment of the ideals expressed in the 
texts of the late 12th Dynasty and as a reflection of the political and religious goals of his 
administration; goals that would have been immediately apparent for those privileged enough 
to view the king’s image. While a more detailed accounting of the specific traits of the statuary 
and their verbal counterparts is required, the work of previous scholars makes it clear that the 
core traits of the statuary of Senwosret III including the large ears, aged appearance, and down-
turned features relate directly to the ideological concerns of the ruling elite and therefore 
represent the image of the ideal king, not the portrait of an individual.  
                                                             
1031 Winter, “The Body of the Able Ruler,” p. 160.  
1032 Winter, “The Body of the Able Ruler,” p. 161. 
233 
 
4.1.4 – Formal Studies of the Full Corpus  
A more limited number of studies have taken into account the full corpus of material 
ascribed to Senwosret III. E. Hirsch is the only scholar who has taken a purely functional 
approach to examining the statuary. She has studied the corpus from the perspective of what 
she terms “Kultpolitik” – the relationship between the daily religious rituals that took place at an 
Egyptian temple and the role of the king in Egyptian religion as an intermediary between the 
gods and man.1033 Based on this premise, she has theorized that all of the king’s actions 
represented a communication with the world of the gods.1034 She has proposed that groups of 
statuary filled the temples with the king’s presence and highlighted his many important roles 
including cult executer, representative of the gods on earth, cult receiver, and even as an all-
powerful god himself.1035 While this interpretation seems rather limited, it is important to note 
that these images likely reflected a wide range of goals and functions, including those of a purely 
religious nature. In order to draw any additional conclusions on the functionality of the statues 
Hirsch needs to address the issue of audience.1036  
Hirsch’s, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie: Untersuchungen zu den 
Göttertempeln im Alten Ägypten, includes a detailed catalogue of all of the temple building and 
related statuary dating to Senwosret III.1037  The catalogue emphasizes the importance of the 
statue program of Senwosret III to his cult policy, as at least one image of the king is known from 
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almost every preserved place of worship throughout Egypt and Nubia.1038 Hirsch identified the 
elderly image of the king as the most popular style and has related those images to the royal 
restructuring of the provincial administration and the desire of the king to create a new image of 
himself as a saint.1039 It is not exactly clear what traits of the elderly image are in line with the 
concept of sainthood in ancient Egypt or how she defines sainthood.  
Hirsch’s study of the statuary has also revealed the importance of the royal mortuary 
cult during the reign of Senwosret III; inscriptions on his statuary indicate that he worshipped 
the deified Mentuhotep II, Senwosret II, and Amenemhet I.1040 The statuary also reveals the 
likely existence of a divine royal cult of Senwosret III in Nubia during the king’s own lifetime.1041 
The names of prominent deities that appear on his statuary include Osiris, Herishef, and Montu, 
and the distribution of the statues indicate a preference for the south, especially sites such as 
Elephantine, Armant, Hierakonpolis, Gebelin, Thebes, Medamoud, and Abydos. The only 
northern sites Hirsch identified were Heliopolis, and Tell el-Daba’a. She has proposed that this 
possible this focus on the south related to the foreign policy of Senwosret III, his incorporation 
of new lands in the south, and the installation of the cult of kingship in those new areas – but 
could also be a result of preservation.  
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There have been two previous attempts to categorize this material from a more art 
historical perspective, the first by F. Polz and the second by S. Connor. Polz’s 1995 article, “Die 
Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. Und Amenemhets III. Bemerkungen zur königlichen Rundplastik der 
spaten 12. Dynastie,” was the most comprehensive study to that point.1042 She attributed a total 
of 65 works to Senwosret III and suggested that all were simply variations of the same realistic-
expressive mode of representation.1043 She proposed that this style appeared at the beginning 
of the king’s reign and did not evolve over time. Polz also examined a series of iconographic 
elements1044 and other individual motifs, noting that while occasionally one feature may appear 
to be distinctive, at other times the images are too similar to define specific criteria for a 
typology. 
 Polz also investigated the regional and material-specific characteristics of the statuary – 
a difficult task given the general lack of evidence from Lower Egypt.1045 She concluded that there 
is no real consistency amongst any of the regional groups and no ties between specific 
representations and certain types of statues. She did, however, define a single material specific 
trait, the herringbone eyebrow present on the red granite colossi from Karnak. For her, the level 
of inconsistency/variety within a clearly defined stylistic corpus remains one of the main 
problems in attempting to analyze the statuary of Senwosret III. 
 In her concluding section, Polz focuses on the nature of the images of Senwosret III and 
their portrait character.1046 For her, a portrait is a representation of a specific person in the 
                                                             
1042 F. Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. und Amenemhets III. Bemerkungen zur königlichen Rundplastik der 
spaten 12. Dynastie,” MDAIK 51 (1995): 227-254. 
1043 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. und Amenemhets III.” pp. 227-228. 
1044 Including: the nemes, crown, uraeus style and shield type, beard type, amulet, beaded collar, bracelet, 
kilt, belt, animal tail, hand position, nine bows, throne, sphinx style, and inscriptions.  
1045 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. und Amenemhets III.” pp. 234-237. 
1046 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. und Amenemhets III.” pp. 251-254. 
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medium of visual art that has a certain degree of similarity to the sitter. This similarity or 
likeness is achieved through the relationship between the artist and the sitter; therefore, to 
Polz, an image based on a reference model is not a portrait. She has stated further that a 
portrait captures the outward appearance of the sitter, and while this can sometimes reflect his 
inner character, the rules of decorum limit what an artist could express pictorially; therefore, he 
must create a distinctive look for each individual.  
 Polz believes that the statuary of both Senwosret III and Amenemhet III fit these criteria. 
She stated that the variety present in the corpus of Senwosret III indicates that the images 
reflected the king’s actual physiognomy and gave the viewer a sense of the inner personality of 
the king. For Polz, it is the expression on the faces that mark the images of these two kings as 
portraits, as they conveyed both their character and their individual personalities.1047 She agrees 
with other scholars that these expressions also reflected the contemporary values referenced in 
the literature of the period, but she does not believe that that they were merely 
representational; for her, the individual personality still dominated the image.  
While Polz’s analysis of the iconographic features is very thorough, her definition of 
portraiture is problematic. One of the main difficulties is the importance she places on the 
relationship between artist and sitter – she does not explain how it would have been possible 
for the king to sit for all of these individual portraits. D. Silverman has recorded one instance 
from an Old Kingdom tomb at Giza in which a sculptor complains about having worked on a 
statue that was not even finished yet for an entire month.1048 Further, W.S. Smith has recorded 
eight Old Kingdom tombs that depicted statue making, none of which portray or discuss an 
                                                             
1047 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. und Amenemhets III.” p. 253. 
1048 D.P. Silverman, “Wit and Humor,” in Freed, R. (ed.) Egypt’s Golden Age: The Art of Living in the New 
Kingdom, 1558-1085 B.C. (Boston: MFA, 1982), p. 277.  
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individual sitting for a portrait.1049 In addition, while it is possible that the facial expressions 
were realistic, it is not possible to draw any conclusions related to likeness, since we do not 
know how Senwosret III looked. 
D. Laboury built upon the work of Polz in his discussion of the difficulty in interpreting 
the statuary of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III.1050 He does not believe that the statuary 
depicted the actual age of the king, although he does agree that there are no categorical 
differences in the preserved corpus.1051 He has suggested that the slight variations within the 
group may represent an unconscious signing by the artist who completed the work.1052 Laboury 
looks to the political events of the reign of Senwosret III in an attempt to counter previous 
suggestions that his image represented a weak or melancholy king.1053  He has focused on the 
mouth, eyes, and underlying musculature of the face, which he relates to the more realistic 
sense described by Assman, that seeks to further the illusion of reality as we see it.1054  
                                                             
1049 W.S. Smith, A History of Egyptian Sculpture and Painting in the Old Kingdom (New York: Hacker Art 
Books, 1978). These tombs include: Thiy (Saqqara, D22/No. 60), Iby (Deir el Gebrawi), Ptah-shepses 
(Abusir), Wepemnofret (G 1201), Ka-m-remeth (Saqqara, QS905), Meresankh III (G 7530+7540), Ankh-ma-
hor, and Khufu-khaf (G 7150). Further, in his discussions of statue making (pp. 105-109) and craftsman 
(pp. 351-365), there are no mentions of in person portraits.  
1050 D. Laboury, “Le portrait royal sous Séostris III et Amenemhat III: un défi pour les historiens de l'art 
égyptien,” Égypte, Afrique & Orient 30 (2003): 55-64, p. 56. 
1051 Laboury, “Le portrait royal,” p. 56. 
1052 Laboury, “Le portrait royal,” p. 57. In her analysis of the 12th Dynasty tombs of Ihy and Hetep at 
Saqqara, Rita Freed uses slight variations in the details of the tomb’s relief decoration to distinguish the 
hands of two distinct artists, Artist A and Artist B. D.P. Silverman also uses variation to distinguish multiple 
hands in the hieroglyphic inscriptions of these two tombs. (R. Freed, “Observations on the Date and 
Decoration of the Tombs of Ihy and Hetep at Saqqara,” in M. Barta and J. Krejci (eds.) Abusir and Saqqara 
in the Year 2000 (Praha: Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic Oriental Institute, 2000), pp. 207-214; 
D.P. Silverman, “Middle Kingdom Tombs in the Teti pyramid cemetery,” in in M. Barta and J. Krejci (eds.) 
Abusir and Saqqara in the Year 2000 (Praha: Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic Oriental Institute, 
2000), pp. 259-282.) 
1053 Laboury, “Le portrait royal,” p. 60. 
1054 Laboury, “Le portrait royal,” p. 61. 
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Laboury associated the visage of the king with the popularity of the concepts of learning 
and wisdom, as seen in the theme of the aged savant during the Middle Kingdom and the body 
with the royal hymns, which portrayed the kings as ruthless, spreading terror and destroying his 
opponents.1055 He agrees with Tefnin that the ears symbolized a king who listened and was a 
good communicator. He then goes one step further, suggesting that the mouth was also a 
semiotic device, related to the king as a communicator.1056 Laboury proposes that the 
musculature of the mouth implied its true function, i.e. to speak. He has likened this feature to 
passages in literary texts where certain physical traits, such as a large mouth, can indicate 
actions, in this case boastfulness. He suggests that the unrealistic juxtaposition of the face and 
body of these images and their historical context indicate that they were invested with an 
ideological message that is directly echoed in the texts of the period.1057 He concludes that the 
apparent realism inherent in the images was not a means of expression, but functioned within a 
very coded and meaningful system. 
In the one of the more recent treatments of the statuary of Senwosret III, P. Farsen 
sides with those who suggest that the statues represented a form of propaganda.1058 Based on 
his study of 34 examples, he believes that the artists of Senwosret III aspired to a true likeness, 
which also incorporated political, ideological, and spiritual aspects related to a general 
secularization that took place after the First Intermediate Period.1059 During the Middle 
Kingdom, royal statue programs emphasized individual kingship and expressed the 
                                                             
1055 Laboury, “Le portrait royal,” p. 63. 
1056 Laboury, “Le portrait royal,” p. 63. 
1057 Laboury, “Le portrait royal,” p. 64. 
1058 Farsen, Die Plastik Sesostris III: ein Beitrag zur königlichen Kunst des ägyptischen Mittleren Reichs 
(Munich: GRIN, 2010), p. 4. 
1059 Farsen, Die Plastik Sesostris III, pp. 6-7. 
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determination and strength of the king. Farsen, like Wildung and others, has also connected the 
statuary to the texts, specifically The Hymns of Senwosret III. 
Farsen describes the face of Senwosret III as distinctive and based in reality, with certain 
key features that sometimes seem exaggerated.1060 He criticizes the use of subjective 
terminology such as melancholy, dejected, and resignation to describe the statuary of this 
period and claims to offer a new interpretation of the figures.1061 For him, the expression of the 
king represented concentrated energy, strength, and determination and depicted a human 
individual who acted independently, according to his own political willpower. While this 
description differs, and may be more closely related to the texts, it is no less subjective. 
In contrast to Polz, Laboury, and others, Farsen divides the statuary of Senwosret III into 
four categories based on age: juvenile, young adult, mature adult, and portrait of age. He has 
suggested that artists developed these images simultaneously and erected them as pairs to 
highlight the cyclical regeneration of the king.1062 However, Farsen does not explain why there 
were four different styles if the images were designed as pairs or how this scheme would fit in 
with the solar cycle. He has stated that the expression of age also served as a symbol of the 
king’s intended long reign and unrelenting force. Farsen disagrees with those who suppose that 
the images represented true portraits that depicted the king as he aged, since he has assumed a 
twenty-year reign for Senwosret III.1063 For him, the variety of representations is indicative of a 
conscious effort to represent different ages and possibly different workshops.1064  
                                                             
1060 Farsen, Die Plastik Sesostris III, p. 6. 
1061 Farsen, Die Plastik Sesostris III, p. 8. 
1062 Farsen, Die Plastik Sesostris III, pp. 8-9. 
1063 Farsen, Die Plastik Sesostris III, p. 9. Certain scholars have called into question the proposed 19-year 
long reign of Senwosret III and it now seems highly likely he ruled for much longer than 20 years. The 
length of his reign is discussed in detail in Chapter Two. 
1064 Farsen, Die Plastik Sesostris III, p. 9. 
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Connor has conducted the most recent and most thorough treatment of this material. 
As a part of his 2014 dissertation on the royal and private sculpture of the late Middle Kingdom 
and Second Intermediate Period, Connor meticulously surveyed the preserved body of material 
dating to Senwosret III and his son. He focused his efforts on analyzing both quantifiable data, 
particularly stone type, and on an art historical analysis of the features of each exemplar. 
Connor attributed a total of 75 statues to Senwosret III, although he has noted that numerous 
small fragments found at the king’s mortuary complexes at Dahshur and Abydos betray the 
existence of additional representations.1065 Connor proposed that the statuary of Senwosret III 
marked a gradual abandonment of the desire for fine detail exhibited in the two previous 
reigns.1066 He contrasts what he calls the stern physiognomy of Senwosret III with the more 
serene and juvenile representations of past kings.1067 He has also highlighted the subtlety of the 
modeling and the focus on contrast, light, and shadow, which resulted in an increasingly 
naturalistic rendering of the skin, flesh, and bone.  
Many scholars have discussed the visual contrast between the face and the body of 
these statues. Connor views the face as a combination of apparent naturalism and strong 
ideology that was designed to represent the wisdom of age and experience. He has stated 
further that while the king’s true features may have inspired certain traits, the sculpture was 
intended to express an ideological message of strength, which is reflected in the association of 
the muscular body and the uncompromising face.1068 Connor links the young and robust body of 
                                                             
1065 S. Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte a la fin du Moyen Empire et a la Deuxième Période 
Intermédiaire (Diss., Université Libre de Bruxelles, 2014), p. 332. Connor echoes many of his conclusions 
in: S. Connor, “Portrait royal Portraits prives,” Dossiers d’Archeologie HS 27 (2014): 12-19.   
1066 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 332. 
1067 Connor, “Portrait royal,” p. 12. 
1068 Connor, “Portrait royal,” p. 12. 
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the king with his aggressive political policies, namely the removal of the nomarchs and 
campaigns against Nubia.1069 In conjunction with the Semna Stela, he has proposed further that 
the combination of these two elements was intended to frighten enemies and encourage 
Egyptian troops.  
Following Tefnin and others, Connor views the exaggerated ears and the intense gaze as 
a visual translation of the messages conveyed in the texts.1070 Thus, ears directed towards the 
viewer were the best way to translate listening. Connor has observed that this particular 
attribute was accentuated throughout the Twelfth Dynasty, reaching its climax under Sesostris 
III.1071 In this same vein, the wrinkled skin, dark circles and heavy eyelids would have conveyed 
the attentiveness of the king and his devotion to his subjects, another recurring theme in the 
ideological texts of the time. 
Connor has identified the following characteristic traits in the statuary depicting 
Senwosret III: bulging eyeballs with sunken and heavy lids, sharp canthi, no cosmetic line, and 
eyebrows that are often rendered as just a bony structure or, when they are shown, following 
the contour of the eye to the outer corner where they terminate, almost vertically.1072 The 
mouth is usually a grimace with thin lips and downturned corners. The ears are large and 
protruding and the chin rounded. Wrinkles are present and can be more or less accentuated and 
the general expression is ‘unfriendly.’ Despite these shared features, Connor has proposed that 
the statuary of Senwosret III did evolve over the course of his reign from an early more 
                                                             
1069 Connor, “Portrait royal,” p. 13.  
1070 Connor, “Portrait royal,” p. 13. 
1071 Connor, “Portrait royal,” p. 13.  
1072 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pl. 202. 
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naturalistic style to a more exaggerated and expressionistic style that seemingly depicted the 
king as older.1073 
In his dissertation, Connor divides the sculptural corpus into three main stylistic groups: 
the Brooklyn Group, the Marked Visage Group, and the Archaic Faces Group.1074  He also 
indicates that some of the variances present in the material likely related to differences in 
sculptors or workshops – as is particularly true for examples from the same series or site. 
However, in CRIPEL 2016, he separates the corpus into six categories based on style, typology, 
and/or archaeological context, these include: the Deir el-Bahari Group1075, the Medamoud 
Group1076, the Brooklyn Group1077, the Abydos Temple of Osiris Group1078, the Abydos Funerary 
Temple Group1079, and the Karnak Temple of Amun Group.1080 While he does not go into any 
detail about these groups in the article, they do align with some of the divisions suggested in his 
                                                             
1073 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 332. 
1074 A short of summery of the general traits of each group appears on: Connor, Images du pouvoir en 
Egypte, p. 333.  
1075 His Deirl el-Bahari Group includes: the two bodies left on site, Cairo CG RT 18/4/22/4, London BM EA 
684, BM EA 685, and BM EA 686 (Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 25). 
1076 His Medamoud Group includes: Cairo CG 486, Musee du Suez (formerly JE 66569), Louvre E 12960, E 
12961, and E 12962; and a total of 11 statues currently housed in the magazine at Medamoud (two 
seated colossi, eight statues, and a sphinx) (Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 25). 
1077 His Brooklyn Group includes: Boulogne E 33099(+ Elephantine no. 102), Brooklyn 52.1, Detroit 31.68, 
the seated statue from Karnak-Nord, Cairo CG 422, London UC14635, Vienna AS 6, the Luzern Head, and 
possibly Elephantine No. 103 (could also be Senwosret II) (Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 25). 
1078 His Abydos Temple of Osiris Group includes: Mariette 1880 and London BM EA 608 – according to 
Connor, these completed a series of statues of Senwosret I (Cairo CCG 38230-CG429) (Connor, “Pierres et 
statues,” p. 25). 
1079 His Abydos Funerary Temple Group includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2 and fragments of four seated 
statues of Senwosret III (Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 25). 
1080 His Karnak Temple of Amun Group includes: Cairo CG 42011, CG 42012, Luxor J.34, New York MMA 
17.9.2, and the sphinx in the Sheikh Labib Magazine (Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 25). The following 
examples in Connor’s catalogue remain unclassified: Baltimore WAG 22.115; Berlin 9529; Boston MFA 
05.195 and 24.1764; Cairo CG 42013; Cambridge E.37.1930 and Cambridge E.GA.3005.1943; Copenhagen 
AAb 212; ERS 1950 and ERS Central Sanctuary; Gotha Ae 1; Hildesheim 412; Kansas City 62.11; Khartoum 
Nos. 447, 448, and 452; Lisbon 138; London BM EA 1069, EA 1145, EA 1146, EA 1849, EA 36298, and EA 
41748; Louvre E 25370; New York MMA 36.7.1394; Tronoto ROM 906.16.11; Vienna AS 5813; a seated 
colossus in the Tod Magazine; a seated statue from Biga; and the Alexandria sphinx.   
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dissertation. He bases his groupings solely on differences in the faces, as he has determined that 
all preserved the same body type. He has suggested further that the similarity of the bodies 
indicates that the primary area of focus was the face.1081 In terms of the general corpus, Connor 
agrees with Polz that there are no apparent regional differences amongst the statues types or 
styles – although virtually all of his sub-series within his Marked Visage Group are regional.1082 
Connor’s Brooklyn Group contains images that he found to be less marked for age and 
therefore younger in appearance; the archetype of this group is Brooklyn 52.1 (pls. XIII-XIV).1083 
While the present state of the material makes it impossible to associate any one statue with a 
particular point in the reign of Senwosret III, Connor has proposed that the Brooklyn Group was 
likely the oldest of the three, as the examples of that style were the most similar to the royal 
sculpture of Senwosret II.1084 The Brooklyn Group consists of seated representations of the king 
in granodiorite, all of the same size (c. 55 cm), that depict the king wearing the shendjet and 
oxtail and adorned with a bracelet on his right wrist and a pendant necklace; each was 
dedicated to a deity associated with a particular sanctuary. Connor has described the faces of 
this group as mature, with a look that is stern but appeased. He has suggested that they 
preserve the core traits associated with Senwosret III but lack the extensive wrinkles and 
imperious expression found on most other examples.  
                                                             
1081 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 333. 
1082 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 351.  
1083Examples include: Brooklyn 52.1, Detroit 31.68, Luzern 96, Vienna AOS 6, Karnak North 1969, Cairo CG 
422, UC 14635, Elephantine No. 102(+ Boulogne E 33099) (Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 333-
339, pls. 178-179). Connor has built upon B. Fay’s original suggestion that the first four sculptures listed 
here formed a group (Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, p. 34 n. 160). 
1084 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 333.  
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Based on the homogeneity of the group, Connor theorized that it was created at one 
time for a single occasion and then spread around the country.1085 Fay and Connor suppose that 
the statues were set up to commemorate either the king’s coronation or his Sed Festival.1086 The 
dedication of the statues to different deities rules out the possibility that they were from the 
construction of a new temple; known examples come from Karnak (Karnak North 1969), 
Gebelein (Cairo CG 422), and Elephantine (Elephantine No. 102). Slight differences suggest that 
while the series issued from a single command, certain examples may have come from different 
workshops. Connor has attributed Brooklyn 52.1, CCG 422, and Lucern 96 to a single source; 
Elephantine 102+Boulogne E 33099 to a second source; and UC 14635 and Detroit 31.68 to a 
third source; he also found the Karnak North and Vienna examples more clumsy than the 
others.1087 These variations suggest that either artists executed certain statues on location or 
that some were carved by a master and others by an apprentice.1088 
Connor has theorized that if the group was designed for the king’s coronation then they 
would reflect the trend towards naturalism seen in the preceding reigns. This would indicate 
that the statues with a more lined appearance might belong to a later phase in the reign. It is 
tempting to suggest that this development mimicked the natural aging processes; however, the 
youthful and vigorous bodies of all the statues suggest the changes had an ideological 
meaning.1089 If the group dates to his Sed-Festival, it represents an easing of the sovereign’s 
features. Connor favors the coronation hypothesis based on the similarities between the torsos 
of the Brooklyn Group and that of the Vienna statue of Senwosret II (ÄS 5776). Contrary to his 
                                                             
1085 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 334. 
1086 Fay, The Louvre Sphinx; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 334. 
1087 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 334-336. 
1088 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 336.  
1089 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 339. 
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early suggestion that all the bodies are the same, Connor states that the bodies of his Marked 
Visage Group had a more slender muscular torso with pronounced ribs – a style that continues 
under Amenemhet III.1090 This would suggest that a chronological development is attested in 
both the faces and the bodies. The preserved body types denote that the last two groups, his 
Marked Visage and Archaic Faces, could have been contemporary with one another.1091 
Connor’s Marked Visage Group is his largest and includes representations with a more 
expressionistic style that depicted a stern and wrinkled face, which Connor has deemed older; 
Cairo RT 18/4/22/4 is the best example (fig. 39).1092 These statues preserve the same facial 
features as those of the Brooklyn Group, but they are all more accentuated – the ears are larger, 
the face longer and thinner, the mouth more grimaced, the wrinkles deeper, and the brow ridge 
more massive.1093 The bodies of this group are also different, they are longer and more slender, 
with more pronounced pectoral muscles; a style that continues under Amenemhet III. Many of 
the statues in Connor’s five other CRIPEL groups fit into this larger stylistic category, although 
groups such as the one from Medamoud also contain examples of the Archaic style. Conner has 
divided the statues of ‘Marked Visage’ group into four series: the Deir el-Bahari Series, the 
Karnak Colossi, the Seated Quartzite Colossi, and the Seated Granodiorite Series from 
Medamoud.  
                                                             
1090 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 339-340. 
1091 Examples of both styles appear in the series from Medamoud. Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, 
p. 333.  
1092 His ‘Marked Visage’ group includes: Abydos 2007a; Berlin AM 9529; Boston 05.195, 24.1764; Cairo CG 
486, CG 42011, CG 42012, CG 42013, JE 66569, RT 18/4/22/4; Cambridge E.37.1930, E.GA.3005.1943; 
Copenhagen AAb 212; Gotha Ae 1; Hildesheim 412; London BM 608, BM 684, BM 685, BM 686, BM 
36298; Lisbon 138; Louvre E 12961, E 12962; E 25370; Luxor J.34; MMA  17.9.2, 26.7.1394; Nelson 62.11; 
Toronto ROM 906.16.111; Vienna AS 5813 (Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 340-346, pls. 181-
192).  
1093 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 340.  
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His Deir el-Bahari Series includes six statues that all show the king in the same pose and 
dress, which were created as a single commission (pls. V-VI).1094 Each of the four preserved faces 
is distinctive, which Connor has related to the hands of differing sculptors.  His series of Karnak 
Colossi consists three examples (Cairo CG 42011, Cairo CG 42012, and Luxor J34) in which 
Connor has observed almost identical features including: a long rectangular face, long almond-
shaped eyes, a horizontal mouth with slightly raised corners, and outlined eyelids (pl. VII).1095 He 
has suggested that all three were the work of a single sculptor given the attention to detail in 
the braided beard, the hood of the uraeus, and the incised eyebrows. His third series is 
comprised of Quartzite Colossi discovered in the Eastern Delta (pls. XVI-XVII).1096 Statues in this 
group have more naturalistic features, similar to RT 18/4/22/4 of the Deir el-Bahari Series. 
Connor has described the faces as sensitive and naturalistic with bulging eyes, two forehead 
wrinkles, and a more pronounced nose. He has related the apparent naturalism to the grain and 
coloring of quartzite, which tends to mimic human skin more effectively than granitoids.1097 His 
final series includes the Seated Statues from Medamoud (pls. IX-X).1098 The faces of this series 
are varied; there are four of Connor’s older style (Cairo CG 486, Cairo JE 66569, Louvre E 12961, 
and Louvre E 12962), one of his young style, and one of his archaic style. He has suggested that 
                                                             
1094 His Deir el-Bahari sub-group includes: Cairo RT 18/4/22/4, London BM EA 684, 685, 686, and two 
torsos left at the site. Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p.341. 
1095 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 341-342, pl. 183. 
1096 His Quartzite Colossi sub-group includes: Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim 412, Nelson 62.11, New 
York MMA 07.26.1394, London BM 1069, 1145, and 1145, and Louvre E 25370, which may be the head of 
BM 1849 (Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 342, pls. 184-185).  
1097 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 342.  
1098 The statues from Medamoud include: Cairo CG 486 and JE 66569, Louvre E 12961 and E 12962, and 
Cambridge E.37.1930 and E.GA.3005.1943, which Connor has linked (based on their dimensions) to two 
massive seated statues discovered on the site referred to as Medamud numbers 10 and 11 (Connor, 
Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 342, pls. 186-187). 
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all were produced in the same workshop and has attributed their differences to a particular 
ideological agenda.1099  
Connor has also proposed an Abydos Series (pls. III-IV).1100 At least two colossal quartzite 
and four or more life-size statues in calcite originally existed, but only a single facial fragment 
remains (Abydos 2007a) to identify their style of physiognomy. Connor has acknowledged 
Abydos 2007a as the finest example of his Marked Visage Style and the most severe in the 
series. However, the presence of a single fragment does not necessitate that all the statues of 
this series would have been in the Marked Style, as evidenced by the Medamoud series. The 
remaining members of his Marked Visage Group appear at present to be isolated examples, 
some of which may have originally been part of larger series that did not survive.1101 Finally, 
Connor discusses a group of statues that exhibit the traits of Senwosret III, whose identification 
has been somewhat controversial. The most famous of this group is the small obsidian head, 
Lisbon 138, which Connor has dated to Senwosret III (pl. XIX).1102 
The last of Connor’s three main stylistic divisions is his Archaizing Group, which contains 
only two real examples.1103 The faces of these statues appeared distinctive to Connor and 
seemingly more youthful; they do not display the naturalism prevalent throughout the 12th 
                                                             
1099 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 342. 
1100 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 342-343. 
1101 These include: Vienna AS 6 and AS 5813; Cambridge E.37.1930 and E.GA.3005.1943 (which may link 
with bodies from Medamoud); New York MMA 17.9.2; London BM EA 608 and BM EA 36298; Gotha Ae 1; 
Bostone MFA 05.195; Cairo CG 42013; Berlin 9529; and Toronto ROM 906.16.111 (Connor, Images du 
pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 343-347).  
1102 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 345-347. This group also includes two statues, which 
Connor has suggested are fakes.  
1103 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 347-350, pl. 194. This group includes: Louvre E 12960, 
Baltimore WAG 22.115, and Munich 7110, which Connor has labeled at Senwosret III (?) – later on p. 350 
he changes his mind and dates the head to Amenemhet II or Senwosret II, following the analysis of 
Wenzel (G. Wenzel, “Ein Sphinxkopf aus der 12. Dynastie,” in E. Bechtold, A. Gulyás, and A. Hasznos (eds), 




Dynasty. Connor defines the style as more geometric with idealized and artificial lines, eyes 
without eyelids, and thick wide drooping mouths, similar to those of Amenemhet II. He has 
likened these two examples to the statuary of Senwosret I and Amenemhet II; Louvre E 12960 is 
the most representative (pls. IX-X).1104 
Despite his division of the statuary into three formal categories, Connor has identified 
two facial types, one appearing younger and one older. He then presents two main 
interpretations for these facial styles – either they followed the natural aging processes of the 
king or they were indicative of an ideological agenda that is also reflected in the texts of the 
period. To answer this question, it is important to look briefly at Louvre E 13983, a lintel from 
Medamoud that preserves two depictions of Senwosret III, one that appears more youthful and 
one more aged (pl. XXV).  Scholars such as Tefnin have proposed that a single artist could have 
carved both images at the same time, which would suggest a clear desire to differentiate the 
two faces. He has proposed that these two facial styles complimented one another and 
reflected a particular ideological agenda designed to present the king as having the qualities of 
both youth and old age.  
Freed has also proposed that the lintel intentionally recorded the opposition of youth 
and old age and she has suggested that this indicates that statuary did the same.1105 For Freed, 
the contrast between the young, idealized, eternal king with the more severe image would have 
been visible to all who passed through that door and would have served as a reminder of the 
monarch’s roles as both an intermediary between man and god and as the fierce warrior and 
                                                             
1104 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 347-350, pl. 194. 
1105 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux de Sesostris III,” pp. 36-37. 
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protector described in contemporary texts. She likens this to the series of statues from 
Medamoud, which she has suggested also represented him at a variety of ages.  
Connor, on the other hand, sees the opposition of youth and maturity in the 
combination of the faces and bodies of the statuary. For him, Tefnin’s analogy fails to explain 
why there would have been a difference amongst the faces themselves.1106 For Connor, there is 
no denying the existence of two facial types: a smooth, youthful, and more geometric style and 
a detailed, lined, older style.1107 In relation to the lintel, he has stated that scholars must 
abandon the notion that the same lintel would have deliberately depicted two different ages, as 
any variation was likely the result of the quality of carving. He then proposes that these same 
conclusions must also apply to the statuary.1108 Connor references Fay who has suggested that 
the youthful images were actually designed to reference the first kings of the dynasty, as they 
appear to have the facial features typical of Amenemhet II and Senwosret I, thus creating an 
artificial youth designed to reference important predecessors and to affirm the new royal 
ideology.1109  
Connor’s arguments on this point are somewhat confusing. In regard to the lintel, he 
clearly indicates that the idea that the scene deliberately depicted two different ages is flawed – 
therefore, similar ideas about the statuary should also be dismissed. First, he attributes the 
                                                             
1106 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 348-349. 
1107 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 350.  
1108 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 350; Connor, “Portrait royal,” p. 15.  According to Connor, 
evidence from Second Intermediate Period workshops at Abydos indicates that there was no real 
difference between the sculptor of the statue and the sculptor or relief. Based on his own personal 
experiments, he concluded that the material used determines the tools and skill needed (Connor Diss., p. 
348-349) He sees the difference as attention to detail; one is more individualized and one simpler; he sees 
the same differences in the figures of the god. He suggests further that due to the height of the lintel, 
these differences would not have been visible.  
1109 Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, p. 61; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 350; Connor, “Portrait royal,” 
p. 15. Other authors who have highlighted the link between these features and the kings of the Early 12th 
Dynasty include: Vandier, Manuel III, pp. 185-186 and Tefnin “Les yeux et les oreilles du Roi,” pp. 147-156. 
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variances on the lintel to differing artists then he attributes those same differences in the 
statuary to ideological concerns. If, as Connor and Fay have suggested, the less accentuated 
style was intended to create an artificial youth, it still represented a conscious choice not an 
arbitrary distinction based on artistic skill. Therefore, following Connor’s logic, if the difference 
between the two facial styles in the sculpture represented a deliberate choice than the same 
should be said for the lintel. This suggests that there were in fact two deliberately distinctive 
facial styles that dated to the reign of Senwosret III, one that was more youthful and one that 
was older or more accentuated.  
Connor has also focused a great deal on the materials used to create these images, 1110 
his work reveals that granodiorite1111 was the most popular stone with at least 37 examples, 
granite1112 was a distant second (13 examples), followed by quartzite1113 (13), limestone1114 (6), 
                                                             
1110 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 332; S. Connor, “Pierres et statues: Représentation du roi et 
des particuliers sous Sésostris III,” CRIPEL 31 (2016-2017): 9-32. 
1111 Granodiorite is dark in color and was popular for both royal and private statuary during this period, 
50% of the statues of this period used granodiorite. All granitoids (granodiorite, diorite, gabbro, and 
granite) were extracted in Aswan. Connor, “Pierres et statues,” pp. 12, 15. 
1112 Granite is pink in color and during the Middle Kingdom it was used almost exclusively for royal 
statuary, especially colossi – the only exception being Berlin 9529 – all other examples were over life-size. 
These include: Cairo CG 42011 and CG 42012, Luxor J34, and the Osirian colossi of Abydos whose head is 
in the British Museum (BM EA 608). Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 12. 
1113 During this period quartzite/silicified sandstone was quarried in Aswan and at Gebel el-Ahmar near 
Heliopolis. The interstitial spaces in quartzite are filled with quartz over millions of years creating a very 
hard and compact stone with a red-orange, yellowish, or purplish color with a texture that, according to 
Connor, is reminiscent of human skin. When highly polished it has a glossy surface like glass.  At the end of 
the Middle Kingdom it is used for 15% of the royal statuary. Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 12. 
1114 Limestone was also used sporadically for architecture and the best deposits came from Toura and 
Massara, southeast of Cairo. Limestone was the most popular stone for the statuary of the Old Kingdom 
ad early Middle Kingdom; however, during the reigns of Senwosret II and III a preference for hard dark 
stones arises. When it is used for royal statues during the Late Middle Kingdom, an especially hard, thin, 
and crystalline version is preferred. Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 13.  
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calcite (at least 4), greywacke1115 (2), sandstone (2), gneiss1116 (2), and obsidian1117 (1). In general 
these proportions correspond to those noted for all royal statuary dating to the Late Middle 
Kingdom, which Connor has defined as spanning the end of the 12th through the 13th 
Dynasties.1118 Texts from Lahun (Papyrus B Perol 10003) suggest that during this period wooden 
statues of kings and queens were also installed in temples and received worship; however, few 
have survived that date to the Late Middle Kingdom.1119 There is also mention of metal statuary 
dating to the reign of Senwosret III, but the only surviving examples date to his son, Amenemhet 
III.1120 Connor credits the reusability of wood and metal, in part, for their absence in the corpus. 
According to Connor, the larger statues would likely have been installed in more visible areas, 
while smaller statues and those made of more precious materials would have been in a 
sanctuary.1121 Further, the use of soft limestone seems to have been reserved for the 
completion of architectural features, like Osirian pillars.  
                                                             
1115 Greywacke is often mislabeled as ‘shist’ or ‘basalt,’ it is very hard and sculpting it requires a very 
specific expertise. Deposits are located among the sandstone mountains of the Eastern Desert in the Wadi 
Hammamat some 80 km east of Coptos and its extraction would have required a well-organized and large-
scale expedition. Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 13.  
1116 Anorthosite gneiss is extremely hard and was uncommon during the Middle Kingdom. Gneiss statues 
are usually of the highest quality and would have required special carving skills and considerable time. 
The best example in this stone is MMA 17.9.2. The stone was quarried at Gebel el-Asr some 60 km 
northwest of Abu Simbel. Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 14. 
1117 Lisbon 138 is the only obsidian statue dating to Senwosret III and only four others are known from the 
Middle Kingdom: London BM 65506, a small maned sphinx (PM VIII, No. 800-498-500; E. Warmenbol (ed), 
Sphinx. Les gardiens de l’Égypte (Brussels: Fonds Mercator, 2006), No. 50, pp. 92, 208); Cambridge E. 
63.1926, the torso of a queen (T. Hardwick, "The Obsidian King's Origins: Further Light on Purchasers and 
Prices at the MacGregor Sale, 1922," Discussions in Egyptology 65 (2012), p. 12); the face of a queen (PM 
VIII, No. 801-485-652; Christie's auction catalog (London) April 2, 2014, No. 46); and New York MMA 
10.10.2596, an extremely fragmentary face. The value of obsidian related is rarity and during this period it 
would have been imported from the southern regions of the Red Sea. 
1118 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 16, tables 1 and 2.  
1119 Borchardt, “Der zweite Papyrusfund von Kahun,” pp. 96-97; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 11. The 
only known examples include: a 13th dynasty royal statue from Kerma (Boston MFA 20.1821) and two ka 
statues of king Hor found in a tomb at Dahshur (Cairo CG 259 and CG 1163). 
1120 Ortiz nos. 33-37. 
1121 Connor, “Portrait royal,” p. 16.  
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There are no Egyptian texts that relate to stone selection; however, likely factors would 
have included: transportation costs, proximity to stone deposits, and the time required for 
production.1122 Connor uses Toronto ROM 906.16.111 and London BM EA 41748, both from 
Serabit el-Khadim, to illustrate how these factors may have come into play (pl. XII). Both 
examples are stylistically distinctive from Connor’s major groups and are clearly of lesser quality. 
The stone used was likely local, leading Connor to propose that the images were carved on site 
by a member of a mining expedition, who was not an experienced royal sculptor.1123 Location 
may also have played a role in the selection of calcite for a series of statues from the funerary 
complex of Senwosret III at south Abydos. Harder stones are much more common during the 
reign of Senwosret III; however, the calcite used for the statues may have come from Gebel 
Rokham, located near Esna.1124 
According to Connor, the choice of material was also dependent on the context of the 
statue’s installation, its size, and the status of the person being represented.1125 Granodiorite 
was the most favored, especially with the upper tier and, although there are some regions 
examples, it is likely the majority of the preserved examples came from royal workshops. 
Granite and quartzite had a solar aspect and were reserved for the king and upper elite, for 
large-scale statues of very high quality that were usually installed at entrances, outdoors, and in 
some cases very far from their original deposits. Limestone and sandstone were selected by 
default on the basis of location, ease, and cheapness; however, indurate limestone, possibly 
imitating calcite-alabaster, is an exception and was occasionally used in upper level and even 
                                                             
1122 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 18. 
1123 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” pp. 18-19. 
1124 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 19. 
1125 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 24.  
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royal statues. Greywacke and gneiss were rare and reserved for very high quality royal statues 
and in rare cases private representations. More exceptional stones, like obsidian were also 
reserved for high-quality renderings only – maybe even just for the king. Finally, soapstone was 
almost exclusive to mid and lower-level courtiers and was used mainly for small statuettes in 
cemeteries or provincial sanctuaries dedicated to deified individuals. 
The colors and characteristics of the stones themselves also seem to have been 
important. For example, Connor has suggested that the color of the stone used and the location 
of the statue within the temple would have allowed the king to associate himself with either Re 
or Osiris.1126  In addition, Wegner has associated the use of quartzite at the Abydos funerary 
complex of Senwosret III with the solar reincarnation of the king.1127 Connor has added that it 
may also have related to the nearby location of the Gebel Ahmar quarries and to the variety of 
colors of quartzite, which may have been used to symbolize different times of the day.1128 
Connor has also connected the calcite funerary statues of the king to the concept of solar 
rebirth.1129 He likens the statues to similar examples from the funerary temples of Chephren, 
Mycerinus, and Hatshepsut and to white stone funerary objects such as vases and canopic jars, 
which were common in the Old Kingdom. Further, the combination of quartzite and white 
limestone is also reflected architecturally in the tomb of Senwosret III.1130 The Medamoud Series 
also made use of two stone of differing colors; the preserved remains indicate the original 
                                                             
1126 Connor, “Portrait royal,” p. 16.  
1127 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pp. 197-199. 
1128 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” pp. 20-21.  In addition, the common use of quartzite in late Middle 
Kingdom burial chambers in both Abydos and Memphis attests to its association with the king/sun on his 
path to the afterlife. For more on the burial chamber of Senwosret III at Abydos see: Wegner, The 
Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III.  
1129 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 21.  
1130 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pp. 391-392. 
254 
 
program was likely extensive. The excavations of F.	Bisson de la Roque unearthed fragments of a 
dozen seated over life-size statues of Sesostris III in granodiorite and two colossal statues in 
granite.1131 Connor has drawn a comparison between this program and the one from mortuary 
temple at Abydos, in both cases a pair of red, seated colossal statues and a series of many 
smaller statues, this time in black, are preserved.1132 
For Connor, the evidence indicates that artists selected different materials for specific 
categories of statues. They preferred hard red stones like granite or quartzite for colossi, which 
were installed in pairs outside (due to their size), at a monumental entrance. The statues in 
black or white stone, designed in sets, were installed inside the temple. In addition, he has 
linked the colors of these stones to various deities: red for Re-Atum and black and white for 
Osiris. He also states that the symbolic and visual richness of the colors and textures would have 
been esthetically pleasing.1133  Connor does not really address the painting of the images, 
despite the fact that many of the statues in the corpus of Senwosret III preserve small specs of 
pigment. Finally, Connor examines the types of statuary contained in the corpus.1134 Seated and 
standing representations of the king with his arms either resting on his thighs or hanging down 
to his sides portray him as the object of prayers and offerings, while the kneeling statues and 
those depicting the king in a pose of adoration represented him in the act of worship. The 
sphinxes represent an addition formal category, as they would have been set up in pairs at 
temple entrances. 	
                                                             
1131 For more on this series of statuary and their discovery the section below on the Medamoud Series.  
1132 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 22. Connor also notes the presence of two red quartzite colossi at 
Herakonpolis Magna, which were usurped by Ramses II and Merenptah that he has dated to the late 12th 
Dynasty (S. Connor, "Quatre colosses du Moyen Empire “Ramessises” (Paris A 21, Le Caire CG 1197, JE 
45975 et 45976),” BIFAO 115 (2016): 85-110).  
1133 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 22. 
1134 Connor, “Portrait royal,” p. 24. 
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In opposition to Polz, Connor concludes that a stylistic evolution did occur over the 
course of Senwosret III’s reign. He has suggested that his Brooklyn Style appeared first and 
represents a clearly distinctive phase of sculptural production, the Marked and Archaic Styles 
then followed and were likely contemporary.1135 Connor has stated that this does not mean that 
the statuary followed the natural aging processes of the king; however, he has determined that 
the Brooklyn Group was the oldest as it represented a continuation of the style of Senwosret II. 
He has proposed further that all of the statues were based on a model of the true face of the 
king, which was then stylized using the various filters of Egyptian art in order to express the 
desired ideological message.1136  
After the production of the statues in the Brooklyn Style Connor theorizes that a second 
wave of statue production occurred on a much larger scale that included many over life-size 
examples, clearly meant for a broader audience.1137 Statues of his Marked style have very large 
and expressive features and an almost caricatured appearance intended to convey the royal 
ideology of Senwosret III. While he acknowledges the problems associated with the preservation 
of material, Connor has proposed that the large corpus of statuary attributed to Senwosret III is 
indicative of an emphasis on increased production.1138  He related this increase to economic 
growth, a focus on building and the enrichment of existing monuments, and the need to 
disseminate a new political and ideological message. He has linked the style with the radically 
new political policies of Senwosret III relating to the nomarchs, Nubia, and centralization. He has 
associated this further with the increase of stone sculpture in general during this period, which 
                                                             
1135 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 351.  
1136 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 341, 351.  
1137 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 352.  
1138 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 352; Connor, “Portrait royal,” p. 16; Connor, “Pierres et 
statues,” p. 11. He has noted that the same increase also appears in the field of private statuary. 
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had become associated with stelae and served as the new medium for conveying the ideological 
message of the king and the status of his subordinates.1139 Connor does not take into account a 
period of co-rule and does not believe that coregencies existed during the Middle Kingdom.1140 
It is clear that a difference of opinion on the statuary of Senwosret III still exists amongst 
scholars. In-depth research, such as that of Polz and Connor, has opened up the material for 
more thorough analysis; however, the use of subjective terminology and a failure to define all 
terms and concepts under discussion prevents a clear and rational description. In addition, an 
exploration of concepts such as realism, propaganda, and semiotics, and their relationship to 
and function within the cultural sphere of the Egyptian Middle Kingdom might help in 
understanding the function of these images. Further, Connor’s analysis of the material is 
primarily art historical and neither he nor Polz attempt to account for a possible coregency 
between Senwosret III and his son. 
4.1.5 – Conclusions: 
 Early studies of the statuary of Senwosret III focused on the king’s countenance and the 
increased level of perceived realism inherent in his facial expressions. Scholars selected only the 
examples that best supported their analysis and their use of subjective terminology to interpret 
the figures masked their true importance, setting a precedent for future work. Initially, scholars 
associated the statuary of Senwosret III with a ‘love of realism’ that developed during the 12th 
Dynasty and suggested that the images represented a true likeness of the king, expressing his 
genuine outward appearance and his inner personality.   
                                                             
1139 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 352. 
1140 Personal communication. 
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As scholars began to seek a deeper meaning for this stylistic development, new theories 
emerged that related the concepts in the texts of the early Middle Kingdom to what was initially 
thought of as a negative or pessimistic facial expression, reflecting the moods/emotions of 
melancholy, fatigue, and the pressures of kingship. Scholars such as Aldred, Russman, and 
Baines all used what they termed the pessimistic texts to explain the features of the king – 
however; none offered a detailed exploration of the texts they referenced.1141 In addition, these 
studies continued to offer only a subjective reading of the facial expressions. 
 Wildung, Schoske, and others drew instead on later, more contemporary texts like The 
Hymns to Senwosret III. This group has proposed that the countenance and body of the king 
portrayed visually the inner strength and power of the ruler described in the texts. This new 
interpretation opened the door for those who, like Tefnin and Laboury, view these 
representations as a form of propaganda. In 1995, Polz offered the first objective analysis of the 
statuary of Senwosret III. While her study did include a thorough analysis of the iconography, 
she did not provide a full catalogue of the images and examples she used. Farsen did not include 
illustrations either, which makes it difficult for the reader to compare the images and evaluate 
his descriptions without consulting multiple sources. Connor’s work offered an important step in 
the right direction, but relies heavily on art historical analysis, without taking into account other 
factors.  
While previous authors have examined the possible art historical, textual, cultural, and 
political explanations for the stylistic changes that culminated in the reign of Senwosret III, only 
Habachi and Freed have looked to the proposed coregency between Senwosret III and 
                                                             
1141 Aldred, Middle Kingdom Art, pp. 15-16; Lange, Sesostris, pp. 37-39; Russman, Eternal Egypt, p. 35; 
Baines, “On the Status and Purposes of Ancient Egyptian Art,” pp. 81-82. 
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Amenemhet III as a possible factor. In “The So-called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered,” 
Habachi re-evaluated Cairo JE 87082, a dyad of sphinxes from Tell Basta that had previously 
been dated to the reign of Amenemhet III.1142 He suggested that Cairo JE 87082 and the Tanis 
sphinxes dated to Amenemhet III were all originally conceived of as dyads in which one sphinx 
represented Amenemhet III and the other represented Senwosret III. He further proposed that 
these dyads were actually carved during the period of coregency. Freed agrees with Habachi 
and, as a result of her analysis of the statuary of Amenemhet III, she has suggested that the two 
dyads from Hawara also portrayed these two kings as coregents.1143 Further, while not all 
scholars accept the existence of coregencies during the Middle Kingdom, the analysis provided 
in Chapter Two suggests that a 20-year long coregency between Senwosret III and his son was 
highly likely.  Connor does not believe coregencies existed; therefore, a possible period of 
overlap was not a factor in his treatment of the statuary. The work of Habachi and Freed suggest 
that the sculptures of these two kings need to be reevaluated in light of the increasing evidence 
in favor of coregency.  
S. Nodelman’s examination of the veristic style of Roman portraiture lends itself to this 
discussion and underscores the reactionary effect one group of statuary can have on 
another.1144 The veristic style first appeared in the first century B.C. and has been touted for it 
suggested realism. Images in the style depict aged men who are sometimes balding and 
toothless with wrinkles, blemishes, and other signs of advanced years. These images are diverse, 
                                                             
1142 L. Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered: Apropos of the Discovery of a Dyad of 
Sphinxes,” SAK 6 (1978): 79-92. 
1143 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 108-116; the two royal dyads from Hawara, Cairo JE 43289 and 
Copenhagen AEIN 1482, and the sphinx dyad from Bubastis, Cairo JE 87082. For more on the statuary of 
Amenemhet III see Chapter Five. 
1144 S. Nodelman, “How to Read a Roman Portrait,” Art in America 63 (1975): 26-33. 
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individualized, and said to depict various emotional states and expressions.1145 This is much the 
same way many early scholars discussed the images of Senwosret III. Nodelman questioned 
these interpretations, suggesting that the statues reflected the prevailing temperament of the 
elite class in a society torn apart by civil war.1146  
He proposed that by looking at the corpus as a whole, certain key traits and 
conventional types emerge that indicate the images had both ideological and political functions. 
The age of the images highlights the long careers of the men depicted and their faithfulness to 
government; which lies in direct contrast with the young Pompey and Caesar.1147 According to 
Nodelmen, the ugliness of the faces was “a defiant and formalized response to the 
propagandistic glamorization of physiognomy and character in the portraits of the quarrelling 
war-lords.”1148 He has stated that the realism in the portraits was derived from a set of 
ideological conventions selected from suitable aspects of human appearance and character and 
formed into an interpretative ideogram.1149 The content and polemical point of the images was 
defined positively by the evocation of certain desired associations and negatively by contrasts 
with other opposing images.1150  
While the social and political climate of Senwosret III’s reign was most assuredly 
different from that of first century Rome, Nodelmen’s methodology is still relevant. The statuary 
of Senwosret III has a clear ideological component related directly to the conception of kingship 
being expressed verbally in the texts of the late 12th Dynasty and to changes occurring in the 
                                                             
1145 Nodelman, “How to Read a Roman Portrait,” p. 27. 
1146 Nodelman, “How to Read a Roman Portrait,” p. 28. 
1147 Nodelman, “How to Read a Roman Portrait,” p. 28.  
1148 Nodelman, “How to Read a Roman Portrait,” p. 29.  
1149 Nodelman, “How to Read a Roman Portrait,” p. 30. 
1150 Nodelman, “How to Read a Roman Portrait,” p. 31. 
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religious sphere present in the royal funerary complexes of the period. It is important to look at 
the entire corpus of sculpture in order to get a true picture of its significance and to highlight 
distinctive traits that may offer clues into interpreting its purpose. As in the case with the 
veristic portraits and the images of Pompey and Caesar, the statuary of Senwosret III is 
inextricably linked to that of his son with whom he likely shared some 20 years on the throne; 
therefore, any attempt at understanding the sculpture of one must take into account the 
sculpture of the other.  
4.2 – A New Look at the Statuary of Senwosret III 
4.2.1 – Overview of the Corpus 
I have dated a total of 73 statues, statue fragments, or groups of fragments to the reign 
of Senwosret III. However, the total number of statues from his reign is likely much larger as 
catalogue entry No. 3 represents fragments from at least three separate statues from South 
Abydos and catalogue Nos. 17 and 45 consist of fragments from at least a dozen seated images 
as well as two colossal statues all from Medamoud.1151 Preserved statue types include: seated 
(51/111), striding (2/111), praying (7/111), shrouded (3/111), kneeling (2/111), and sphinx 
(9/111); in addition, there are 37 fragments whose exact type is not preserved. The images 
come in a range of sizes from miniature to colossal with a relatively even distribution between 




                                                             
1151 There are some 38 fragments of various statue types from Medamoud, bringing the total number of 
fragments up to 109; these have all been included below in the accounting of statue types, but due their 


























The sculptors of the period employed a wide range of materials, with certain stones 
being favored for particular statue types (fig. 38). The following breakdown of materials is based 
on a total of 73 examples, with the two large groups of fragments from Medamoud being left 
out.1152 The data indicate that granodiorite was the most popular stone type (27/731153), 
followed by quartzite (18/731154), granite (13/731155), and sandstone (7/731156). In addition, 
several other stones were used on a more limited basis, such as: calcite (3/731157), diorite 
                                                             
1152 The large group of fragments from Medmaoud has been left out, although the evidence suggests the 
presence of at least 12 seated, life-size statues in granodiorite and at least two over-life-size seated 
statues in granite.  
1153 Granodiorite Examples: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099; Baltimore WAG 22.115; Brooklyn 52.1; Cairo 
CG 422, CG 486, JE 66569, and RT 18/4/22/4; Deir el-Bahari Torsos 1 and 2; Detroit 31.68; Elephantine No. 
103; ERS 1950 and Central Sanctuary; Fitzwilliam E.GA.82.1949; Gotha Ae 1; Karnak J-G A 474; Khartoum 
452; London BM EA 684, EA 685, EA 686, and EA 768; London UC14343 and UC14635; Louvre E 12960, E 
12961, E 12962; Vienna AS 6  
1154 Quartzite Examples: Abydos QS1 and QS2; Alexandria 2003=94.90; Geneva No. 4; Cairo JE 45975 and 
JE 45976; Copenhagen AAb 212; Hildesheim 412; Kansas City 62.11; London BM EA 1069, EA 1145, EA 
1146, EA 1849, EA 20818, and EA 20819; London UC13249; Munich ÄS 4857; New York MMA 26.7.1394  
1155 Granite Examples: Berlin 9529; Biga Island; Boston MFA 24.1764; Cairo CG 4201 and 42012; 
Fitzwilliam E.37.1930 and E.GA.3005.1943; Khartoum 448; Karakol Magazine; London BM EA 608; Luxor 
J.34; Mariette 1880; Tod T.2486  
1156 Sandstone Examples: Boston MFA 05.195a-c; Cairo CG 42013; Khartoum 447; London BM EA 692 and 
EA 41748; Louvre E 25370; Toronto ROM 906.16.11 























Fig. 38 - Preserved Stone Types
(2/731158), gneiss (2/731159), greywacke (1/731160), schist (1/731161), and obsidian (1/731162). 
Notably, there are no limestone statues preserved. In general, these proportions correspond to 
those common for all royal statuary dating to the Late Middle Kingdom, which Connor has 
defined as spanning the reign of Senwosret III through the 13th Dynasties.1163 The data indicates 
that either granite or quartzite was used for over-life-size statuary, although neither stone was 
restricted to just statues in that size range, while granodiorite was favored for under-life and 










The statuary of Senwosret III marks the highpoint of a formal shift that began in the 
early 12th Dynasty, but truly started to gain steam during the reign of Senwosret II. The subtle 
modeling used in many of his images reflects a new focus on light and shadow that led to a 
                                                             
1158 Boston MFA 13.3968; Luzern K 411 
1159 New York MMA 17.9.2, Sheikh Labib Sphinx 
1160 London BM EA 36298 
1161 Vienna AS 5813 
1162 Lisbon 138 
1163 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 16, tables 1 and 2.  
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more naturalistic rendering of the king’s facial features. The three-dimensional image of 
Senwosret III consists generally of an oval-shaped head with deeply formed features and a 
strong underlying bony structure and musculature. The eyes and cheekbones are relatively 
close, emphasizing the depth of the facial features. The visible forehead area is narrow with a 
hump at the glabella and is, at times, further accentuated by the use of two vertical furrows 
next to the bridge of the nose1164, or rarely, additional horizontal furrows.1165 The nose is long, 
narrow, and curved, and the tip appears slightly pulled-down; the nostrils are defined using a 
deeply modeled line. The eyebrows are modeled and appear simply as a transition between the 










Fig. 39 – Face of Senwosret III (Cairo RT 18/4/22/4, Deir el-Bahari)1167 
                                                             
1164 Cairo RT 18/4/22/4; Fitzwilliam E.82.1949; Hildesheim 412; Kansas City Nelson 62.11; London BM EA 
684 and EA 685; New York MMA 26.7.1394 
1165 Kansas City 62.11 and London BM EA 684 
1166 Exceptions to this general rule are the three colossal heads in granite (Cairo CG 42011 and 42012, and 
Luxor J.34), which use a herringbone pattern and Lisbon 138, which uses a single incised line for each 
brow.  




The eyes are rounded and deeply set within the orbital; at times, they can appear 
bulging. The upper eyelids cover roughly 1/3 of the eyeball’s surface, and occasionally the lower 
lids can also partially cover the eyeball. The style of the eyes varies, with some examples being 
more curved or accentuated than others. These more emphasized examples have a deeply 
modeled line stressing the hollows of the eye, making them appear to protrude.1168  The width 
of the upper eyelid is also emphasized at times, causing it to overlap the lower lid at the outer 
corner of the eye.1169 Further, the edge of the upper and/or lower lid can also appear with a 
beaded edge.1170  
Below the eyelids are two small depressions that run from the inner and outer corners 
of each eye creating the look of soft sagging bags under the eye. There is an additional 
depression moving from the inner corner of the eye downward that runs parallel to the well-
modeled nasolabial folds. The statues’ very high cheekbones further accentuate these wrinkles 
and folds, giving the more exaggerated examples a very gaunt appearance. The mouth is 
generally thin and tightly pursed, as expressed through the use of modeling at the corners of the 
mouth. In the more exaggerated examples, the mouth can appear pulled-down at the corners. 
The chin is small, and its form is expressed using two broad furrows near the center of the lower 
lip. The ears are always overly large, high, and set back on the head; they have large lobes and 
appear pressed forward.  
                                                             
1168 Cairo CG 486; Fitzwilliam E 37.1930; Gotha Ae 1; Louvre E 12961; New York MMA 17.9.2 and 66.99.5  
1169 Luxor J.34 and Vienna AS 5813  
1170 Upper: Cairo RT 18/6/26/2; London BM EA 684; Louvre E 25370; Lower = Kansas City 62.11; New York 
MMA 26.7.1394; Hildesheim 412  
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4.2.2 – The Early Style and the Later Style (pls. I-II, LXI-LXII) 
Despite the general similarity of the facial features and the noted characteristic style of 
Senwosret III, I have divided the preserved faces into two main stylistic groups: the Early 
Style1171 and the Later Style.1172 The best example of the Early Style is Brooklyn 52.1. The faces of 
this group are more subtly rendered and give the impression of a relatively youthful king, while 
those of the Later Style have more exaggerated features resulting in an aged appearance.  The 
Early faces tend to be wider and squat with a smooth forehead; they display all of the important 
features of the statuary of Senwosret III, but they are very sensitively rendered. The Later Style 
is more complex and includes images that likely represented a range of ages. In the most 
accentuated examples of the Later Style, such as New York MMA 17.9.2, the face of the king 
appears long, gaunt, and weighed down through the use of very exaggerated bags under the 
eyes, deep nasolabial folds, and a highly emphasized musculature around the mouth. The visual 
difference between this style and the Early Style is immediately obvious to the viewer.  
Before moving forward to discuss the finer details of each style, it is important to revisit 
some of the scholarship related to Louvre E 13983, a lintel from the porte du magasin de 
l’offrande divine at Medamoud, that depicts two almost identical representations of Senwosret 
III offering to the god Montu, one in youth and one in old age.1173 The debate around the images 
centers on to two main interpretations – either the artist/artists deliberately differentiated 
                                                             
1171 Images in the Early Style include: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, Brooklyn 
52.1, Cairo CG 422, Detroit 31.68, Elephantine No. 103, Luzern K 411, Jaquet-Gordon A 474, London 
UC14635, and Vienna AS 6 
1172 Images in the Later Style include: the Abydos Series, the Deir el-Bahari Series, the Karnak Series, the 
Medamoud Series, and the Quartzite Group. 
1173 Andreu-Lanoe, Sésostris III Pharaon de Légende, p. 128. For a full analysis of Louvre 13983 and its 
inscriptions see: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 325, No. 223. For more 
on the associated Sed-Festival doorway in Cairo (JE 56497) see: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 320, No. 218.  
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between the two depictions of the king, or the differences were accidental and/or a reflection of 
the skill of each artist. I agree with Tefnin and others who have suggested that the two facial 
styles were deliberate and were designed to reflect a particular ideological agenda. Tefnin has 
proposed further that the images presented the king as having the qualities of both youth and 
old age;1174 however, that is not the only potential reason for two differing but complimentary 
images of the king, it is also possible that the distinction related to his roles as sole-ruler and 
senior coregent. Freed has also proposed that the lintel intentionally recorded the opposition of 
youth and old age and has suggested that this indicates that the statuary did the same, she has 
likened the lintel to the Medamoud Series, which also represents Senwosret III at a variety of 
ages.1175  
Connor, on the other hand, views the opposition of youth and maturity in the 
combination of the faces and bodies of the statuary.1176 However, he too has proposed the 
existence of two facial types, one more youthful and one more accentuated.1177 In relation to 
the lintel, he has related any variation to the quality of carving, a conclusion that he, like Freed, 
then applies to the statuary.1178 Connor references Fay who has suggested that the youthful 
images were actually designed to reflect an artificial youth intended to reference important 
predecessors and to affirm the new royal ideology.1179 However, this indicates that there were in 
                                                             
1174 Tefnin, “Les yeux et les oreilles du Roi,” pp. 147-156. 
1175 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux de Sesostris III,” pp. 36-37. 
1176 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 348-349. 
1177 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 350.  
1178 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 350; Connor, “Portrait royal,” p. 15.  
1179 Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, p. 61; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 350; Connor, “Portrait royal,” 
p. 15. Other authors who have highlighted the link between these features and the kings of the Early 12th 
Dynasty include: Vandier, Manuel III, pp. 185-186 and Tefnin “Les yeux et les oreilles du Roi,” pp. 147-156. 
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fact two deliberately distinctive facial styles that dated to the reign of Senwosret III, one that 
was more youthful and one that was older or more accentuated. 
A similar division also appears in the bodies of the sculptures. Previous scholars have 
often noted a dramatic difference between the faces and the bodies of the statuary of 
Senwosret III, the ideological implications of which are discussed above. In general terms, the 
bodies are more conventional, retaining the muscular and idealized form of previous kings. 
However, I agree with Connor, who has distinguished two differing body types.1180 Statues in the 
Early Style have a thicker torso, similar to Vienna ÄS 5776, which dates to the reign of Senwosret 
II, while those of the Later Style have a more slender muscular torso with pronounced ribs – a 
style that continues under Amenemhet III. While there are some exceptions to this general rule, 
such as Baltimore WAG 22.115, it does appear that there is a clear difference between both the 
faces and bodies of the Early Style and the Later Style. This means, that for those statues 
rendered in the Early Style there is not such a sharp dichotomy between body and face, 
suggesting that a significant event in the reign of Senwosret III sparked a dramatic shift in the 
expression of royal ideology and perhaps in royal ideology itself that manifested itself in a 
deliberate stylistic turn.  
In his dissertation, Connor proposed that his Brooklyn Style appeared first, representing 
a singular phase of sculptural production; his Marked and Archaic Styles then followed, 
representing a second phase.1181 The remains indicate that this second wave of production 
occurred on a much larger scale and included many over life-size examples, clearly meant for a 
broader audience.1182 He associated this further with the increase of stone sculpture in general 
                                                             
1180 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 339-340. 
1181 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 351.  
1182 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 352.  
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during this period, which had become associated with stelae and served as the new medium for 
conveying the ideological message of the king and the status of his subordinates.1183  
I have taken a slightly more nuanced approach to defining these two major stylistic 
groups, dividing them chronologically, due to similarities with either Senwosret II or Amenemhet 
III. The Early Style, characterized by those examples in the Brooklyn Group,1184 dates to the sole-
reign of Senwosret III and reflects, in both face and body, the style of his predecessors. Images 
in the Later Style have more exaggerated facial features and a body type consistent with that 
present in the reign of Amenemhet III. Statues of the Later Style can display a range of ages from 
youth to old age based on their level of facial modeling, but their bodies always remain the 
same. This second group is much larger and more diverse than the first and such a dramatic 
artistic turn must have related to a key event or series of events in the king’s reign. This 
chronological division fits with the pattern established during the reign of Senwosret I and 
continuing uninterrupted throughout the 12th Dynasty in which the early statuary of the king 
mirrors that of this his father, then shifts to a more distinctive style later in the reign.  
4.2.3 – The Iconography of Senwosret III 
This section evaluates a series of iconographic features first studied by Polz.1185 
However, due to the number of differences between her catalogue and the one presented here, 
an up-to-date assessment is needed. Polz based her study on a total of 68 examples: 3 complete 
                                                             
1183 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 352. 
1184 The features of this group are spelled out in detail below. 
1185 F. Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. und Amenemhets III. Bemerkungen zur königlichen Rundplastik der 
spaten 12. Dynastie,” MDAIK 51 (1995): 227-254. 
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statues,1186 10 nearly complete,1187 26 facial fragments,1188 and 29 bases or base fragments.1189 
For reasons discussed in the accompanying catalogue, I have chosen to eliminate 4 of her 
examples1190 and have added another 19 not included in her original analysis.1191 In addition, I 
have incorporated a number of new iconographic features in order to offer a more thorough 
accounting of the forms present in the corpus of Senwosret III. Connor does not address the 
individual iconographic elements that comprise each statue, but his remarks will be included 
below where relevant.  
This overview will proceed from the head down and is based on the statuary described 
in Section 4.2.1.1192 This includes: 4 complete statues, 8 nearly complete, 13 upper bodies, 13 
lower bodies/bases, 18 heads/facial fragments, 8 sphinxes/sphinx fragments, and 4 additional 
small fragments. Unless otherwise noted the terminology and form types used follow Polz, in 
                                                             
1186 Baltimore WAG 22.115; Boston MFA 05.195; Brooklyn 52.1. 
1187 Cairo CG 42011-42013, RT 18/4/22/4 and RT 18/6/26/2; London BM EA 684-686; Louvre E 12960; New 
York MMA 17.9.2  
1188 Berlin 9529 and 20175; Boston MFA 24.1764; Cairo CG 486; Copenhagen AAb 212; Fitzwilliam E 
37.1930, E 82.1949, and EGA 3005.1943; Gotha 1 A e; Hildesheim 412; Kansas City 62.11; Lisbon 138; 
London BM EA 608 and 36.298; Louvre E 12961, E 12962, and E 25370; Luxor J.34; Luzern K 411; Munich 
AS 7110; New York MMA 26.7.1394 and 66.99.5; Schimmel Collection 212; Vienna AS 6 and AS 5813; and 
some Fragments from Medamoud (F. Bisson de la Rouqe, FIFAO 7 (1930): 37, fig. 22). 
1189 Abydos QS1 and QS2; Aswan Museum 1360 and 1361; Cairo CG 422; Deir el-Bahari (Photo Heidelberg 
16 B 28); Khartum 447 and 452; London BM EA 768, 1069, 1145, 1146 and 1849; London UC 14635; 
Sheikh Labib sphinx; an example from Esna (J. Jacquet, BIFAO 69 (1971); 278, pl. 41) and fragments of 15 
statues from Medamoud (F. Bisson de la Rouqe, FIFAO 3 (1926): no. 49, 50, 51, 52, 54, 63, 64, 265, 266, 
601, 602, 607, 608, 610, 725, 727; FIFAO 4 (1927): no. 1702, 1712, 1836, 1929, 2041, 2096, 2127, 2206, 
2207, 2242; FIFAO 7 (1930): no. 53, 3402, 4054, 4065, 4071). 
1190 Berlin 20175; Munich ÄS 7110; New York MMA 66.99.5; and the head from the Schimmel Collection 
1191 Abydos Mariette 1880; Alexandria 1003=94.90; Boulogne E 33099; the statue from Biga Island; Boston 
MFA 13.3968; Detroit 31.68; Elephantine No. 103; ERS 1950, ERS Central Sanctuary; Geneva Cat. No. 4; 
Khartoum 448; London BM EA 692, 20818, 20819, and 41748; London UC13249 and UC14343; Tod 
Magazine Inv. No. T.2486; and Toronto ROM 906.16.11. 
1192 The total number of objects used for the iconographic analysis is 68, as the following objects have no 
published images and were impossible to access: the statue from Biga, the Karakol Magazine statue, and 
Mariette 1880. In addition, the two catalogue entries designated for the fragments from Medamoud are 
not included in this analysis either due to the poor publication of the fragments concerned.  
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cases where I have identified a new form I have simply added to the sequence already listed in 
Polz. 
Headgear (figs. 40-43) 
A total of 37/60 human examples include the headgear of the statue along with 8/8 
sphinxes. The types of headgear preserved on the human statuary include the nemes headdress 
(32/371193), the white crown (3/371194), the double crown (2/371195), and possibly the khat 
headdress1196; all eight sphinxes wear the nemes.1197 During this period, the nemes is usually 
pleated and can be either plastically worked or incised; its lappets are always fluted and are 
uniformly tight. Polz has distinguished three main nemes forms dating to the reigns of 
Senwosret III and Amenemhet III: Forms A.1 and A.2 are a plastic and an incised version of the 
same triple-stripe pattern, Forms B.1 and B.2 are the double-strip equivalent, and Form C is a 






                                                             
1193 Nemes: Abydos QS1 and QS2; Abydos Fragments; Baltimore WAG 22.115; Boston MFA 05.195a-c, 
13.3968, and 24.1764; Brooklyn 52.1; Cairo CG 486, CG 42013, JE 66569, and RT 18/4/22/4; Fitzwilliam 
E.37.1930 and E.GA.82.1949; Copenhagen AAb 212; Detroit 31.68; Geneva No. 4; Gotha Ae 1; Hildesheim 
412; Kansas City 62.11; Lisbon 138; London BM EA 684, 685, 686, 36298; London UC13249, Louvre E 
12960 and E 12961; Luzern K 411; New York MMA 26.7.1394; Toronto ROM 906.16.11; Vienna AS 6 
1194 White Crown: Berlin 9529; Cairo CG 42011; London BM EA 608 
1195 Double Crown: Cairo CG 42012 and Luxor J.34 
1196 Polz does not include the khat in her study. 
1197 Nemes: Alexandria Inv. No. 2003=94.90; London BM EA 1849 and 41748; Munich ÄS 4857; Louvre E 
25370; New York MMA 17.9.2; Sheikh Labib; Vienna AS 5813 
1198 For Polz’s discussion of nemes and crown styles see: Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. und 































The most current evaluation of the material yields the following results. A total of 11/32 
examples use nemes Form A.1, including nearly all of the over-life-size examples (6/11); the only 
exception being Geneva No. 4, which is an outlier.1199 The remaining statues in this group (5/11) 
are life-size and all but one come from Deir el-Bahari.1200 There are 15/32 examples that 
preserve Form A.2; these include 4/15 life-size examples1201 and 11/15 under-life.1202 The data 
indicates that for statues of life-size and over Form A.1 was used and for those life-size and 
under Form A.2 was the standard. There are also a few outliers, including one statue preserving 
Form B.21203, three with Form C1204, and two whose form could not be determined.1205 All eight 
                                                             
1199 A.1 Over-life: Abydos QS1 and QS2; Copenhagen AAb 212; Fitzwilliam E.37.1930; Hildesheim 412; 
Kansas City 62.11 
1200 A.1 Life: Abydos Fragments; Cairo RT 18/4/22/4; London BM EA 684, 685, and 686 
1201 A.2 Life: Cairo CG 486 and JE 66569; Louvre E 12960 and E 12961 
1202 A.2 under-life: Baltimore WAG 22.115; Boston MFA 05.195a-c and 24.1764; Brooklyn 52.1; Detroit 
31.68; Gotha Ae 1; Lisbon 138; London BM EA 36298; London UC13249; Luzern K 411; Vienna AS 6 
1203 B.2: Boston MFA 13.3968 
1204 C: Cairo CG 42013; Geneva No. 4; Toronto ROM 906.16.111 
1205 Unclear = Fitzwilliam E.GA.82.1949; New York MMA 26.7.1394 
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of the known sphinxes wear the nemes and Form A.2 is the most common style preserved 
(3/81206). The remaining sphinx nemes forms are either unclear (4/8)1207 or Form A.1 (1/8).1208 
This final example is interesting as it suggests that all of the quartzite statuary of Senwosret III, 







Fig. 42 – Nemes Styles Present on the Statuary of Senwosret III1210 
 
Polz does not discuss the khat headdress, however it appears on a series of Dyads from 
Hawara that have commonly been dated to the reign of Amenemhet III alone. These dyads are 
discussed in detail in Chapters Five and Six and have not been included in the general 
iconographic account numbers for Senwosret III; however, it is important to note here that it is 
possible that the figure wearing the khat may in fact be Senwosret III. As this would be the only 
example of the khat there is no need to distinguish different forms here. 
                                                             
1206 Sphinxes A.2: Munich ÄS 4857; New York MMA 17.9.2; Vienna AS 5813 
1207 Sphinxes, Unclear: Alexandria 2003=94.90; London BM EA 1849, 41748; Sheikh Labib Sphinx 
1208 Sphinxes A.1: Louvre E 25370 
1209 Quartzite examples of Form A.1 include: Abydos QS1 and QS2; Copenhagen AAb 212; Hildesheim 412; 
Kansas City 62.11; Louvre E 25370. The only outlier amongst the quartzite examples is Geneva No. 4 (Form 
C). 
1210 Drawings by author, previous types based on the forms delineated in Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. 
und Amenemhets III,” p. 238, fig. 1. 




Polz identified nine crown types (Forms A-I), six variants of the white crown and three of 
the double; of those only four (Forms A-C, G) appear during the reign of Senwosret III (fig. 43). 
All crown types generally occur with a headband and uraeus, with the sideburns clearly 
separated from the crown/headband or not included.1211 Senwosret III uses white crown Forms 
A-C1212 and double crown Form G.1213 Form A is a white crown that includes a headband and 
sideburns that wraps under the ear, as on Cairo CG 42011. Form B is a white crown with a 
headband, no sideburns, and a uraeus with no tail, as on London BM EA 608. Form C is a white 
crown with no headband, whose uraeus has a tail; the only example of this style is Berlin 9529. 
All three forms are attached to a back pillar. Finally, Form G represents a double crown with a 
headband, separated sideburns, a back wrapping under the ear, and a uraeus with no tail, the 







Fig. 43 – Crown Styles Present on the  
  Statuary of Senwosret III1214 
                                                             
1211 Only Berlin 9529 is missing a headband. 
1212 Form A: Cairo CG 42011; Form B: London BM EA 608; C: Berlin 9529 
1213 Form G: Luxor J.34. The form of Cairo CG 42012 remains obscure. 
1214 Drawings by author, previous types based on the forms delineated in Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. 






Uraeus (figs. 44-48) 
Under the category of ‘Uraeus,’ Polz looks at body type, shield decoration, and point of 
attachment to the headband.1215 A total of 30/60 human representations1216 include the uraeus 
and 4/8 sphinxes.1217 Polz defined a total of four body types (Forms A-D), all of which appear 
under Senwosret III. Form A occurs only on over-life-size statuary wearing a crown and is 
characterized by its lack of tail (4/301218). Form B has a circular winding and appears on all the 
preserved examples from Medamoud, three of the statues from Deir el-Bahari, and two 
additional statues (11/301219). Form C has multiple windings and appears on various statue types 
(3/301220). The final form, Form D, has a tight, S-shaped winding and occurs primarily on the 
under-life-size seated statues (9/301221). There are three examples where the finer details of the 
uraeus are unclear (3/301222). The data suggests that Form A was used exclusively for over-life-
size statues wearing crowns (4/4), Form B was most popular for life-size statuary (8/11), Form C 
was associated with over-life-size examples wearing the nemes (2/3)1223, and Form D was 
                                                             
1215 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. und Amenemhets III,” pp. 239, 242, fig. 3. 
1216 Baltimore WAG 22.115; Berlin 9529; Boston MFA 05.195a-c, 24.1764; Brooklyn 52.1; Cairo CG 486, CG 
42011, CG 42012, CG 42013, JE 66569, and RT 18/4/22/4; Copenhagen AAb 212; Detroit 31.68; Fitzwilliam 
E.37.1930; Geneva No. 4; Gotha Ae 1; Hildesheim 412; Kansas City 62.11; Lisbon 138; London BM EA 608, 
684, 685, 686, and 36298; London UC13249; Louvre E 12960 and E 12961; Luxor J.34; Luzern K 411; 
Vienna AS 6 
1217 Munich ÄS 4857; Louvre E 25370; New York MMA 17.9.2; Vienna AS 5813 
1218 Body Form A: Cairo CG 42011 and 42012; London BM EA 608; Luxor J.34 
1219 Body Form B: Boston MFA 24.1764; Cairo CG 486, JE 66569, and RT 18/4/22/4; Fitzwilliam E.37.1930; 
Geneva No. 4; London BM EA 684, 685, and 686; Louvre E 12960 and E 12961 
1220 Body Form C: Berlin 9529; Hildesheim 412; Kansas City 62.11 
1221 Body Form D: Baltimore WAG 22.115; Boston MFA 05.195a-c; Brooklyn 52.1; Copenhagen AAb 212; 
Gotha Ae 1; Lisbon 138; London BM EA 36298; Luzern K 411; Vienna AS 6 
1222 Unclear: Cairo CG 42013; Detroit 31.68; London UC13249 
1223 There are also two examples of over-life-size nemes statues with body Form B as well, one of which 













Fig. 44 - Human Uraeus 
Body Forms
associated with under-life-size examples (8/9). As for the Sphinxes, 3/4 preserve Form C, while 



















Fig. 45 – Uraeus Body Styles Present on the Statuary of Senwosret III1225 
 
                                                             
1224 Sphinxes: Form C = Munich ÄS 4857; Louvre E 25370; New York MMA 17.9.2; Unclear = Vienna AS 
5813 
1225 Drawings by author, previous types based on the forms delineated in Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. 
und Amenemhets III,” p. 241, fig. 3. 






While the majority of the uraei in question have damaged shields (12/30), the preserved 
shield designs also vary. Polz listed three main shield decoration types that include various sub-
sets (Forms A.1-C.3). In general Form A appears on all the red granite colossi, all the praying 
statues from Deir el-Bahari, and a seated statue from Medamoud (9/30).1226 Forms B and C are 
rare with Form B.1 appearing on a single example from Medamoud (1/30)1227 and Form C.3 in a 
single case as well (1/30).1228 In addition, I have added Form D (7/30), which consists of those 
shields that are either unmarked or have only the backbone indicated; this style is most popular 
on the under-life-size examples (6/7).1229 For the sphinxes, 2/4 examples are damaged and the 








Fig. 46 – Uraeus Shield Styles and Attachment Points Present on the Statuary of Senwosret III1231 
 
                                                             
1226 Shield Form A: Cairo CG 42011, CG 42012, JE 66569, and RT 18/4/22/4; London BM EA 608, EA 684, EA 
685, and EA 686; Luxor J.34 
1227 Shield Form B.1: Louvre E 12961 
1228 Shield Form C.3: Lisbon 138 
1229 Shield Form D: Baltimore WAG 22.115; Berlin 9529; Boston MFA 05.195a-c; Kansas City 62.11; London 
BM EA 36298, Luzern K 411 
1230 Sphinxes: Louvre E 25370 and Vienna AS 5813 
1231 Drawings by author, previous types based on the forms delineated in Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. 
und Amenemhets III,” p. 241, fig. 3.  
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Polz identified six points of attachment to the headband (Forms A-F), ranging from 
slightly above the upper edge of the headband to the headband’s bottom edge. She has 
suggested that the statues of Senwosret III all show Form B, an attachment at the top end of the 
headband, but this is not the case. Form A, a uraeus set slightly above the band edge, is used 
only on the Karnak Colossi (3/301232). Form B is the most popular, appearing on 9/301233 
examples and in all three size ranges. Forms C-E all fall at some point within the band. Form C, 
set just below the upper edge, appears only on Luzern K 411; Forms D and E are also relatively 
rare, appearing on just two examples each.1234 Form F, an attachment at the lower band edge, is 
the second most popular style and appears on all of the praying statues from Deir el-Bahari 
(7/30).1235 In addition, I have added a Form G, which accounts for two examples that do not 
                                                             
1232 A: Cairo CG 42011 and CG 42012; Luxor J.34 
1233 B: Baltimore WAG 22.115; Cairo CG 486 and JE 66569; Copenhagen AAb 212; Fitzwilliam E.37.1930; 
Geneva No. 4; Lisbon 138; London BM EA 608; Louvre E 12961; New York MMA 17.9.2 
1234 D: Gotha Ae 1; London UC 13249; E: Hildesheim 412; Kansas City 62.11 
1235 F: Cairo RT 18/4/22/4; Detroit 31.68; London BM EA 684, EA 685, EA 686, and EA 36298 
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have a headband.1236 Finally, there are 4/30 examples that do not clearly preserve the point of 
connection.1237 As for the sphinxes, 2/4 preserve Form B1238, 1/4 Form E1239, and 1/4 is 
unclear.1240 
The Ear 
K. Radtke, who has conducted a detailed study of the iconography of the ear in the 
statuary of both Senwosret III and his son, has suggested that the style of ear during this period 
was related to important stylistic and workshop differences that she has linked to changes in 
size and a progressive schematization in the rendering of the inside of the auricular concha 
during the Middle Kingdom.1241 For Senwosret III, most of the known statuary comes from the 
area of Thebes. The majority of examples from Medamoud feature a similar rendering of the 
ear, in which the ears protrude at an acute angle from the face with the helix constituting one 
side of the resulting triangular shape, they have small earlobes, which are limited by the 
characteristic rendering of the ear as a whole.1242 The tilt of the ears suggests that they were 
resting against the nemes. According to Radtke, this style was widespread throughout the 
Theban workshops as it attested by both inscribed and uninscribed examples. 
The ears of the Deir el-Bahari statues (particularly London BM EA 686, and Cairo RT 
18/4/22/4) are among the biggest and are proportionally larger than those on the statues from 
                                                             
1236 G: Berlin 9529; Boston MFA 05.195a-c 
1237 NC: Boston MFA 24.1764; Brooklyn 52.1; Cairo CG 42013; Louvre E 12960 
1238 B: Louvre E 25370; New York MMA 17.9.2 
1239 E: Vienna AS 5813 
1240 UC: Munich ÄS 4857 
1241 K. Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear in Statuary of Sesostris III and Amenemhat III,” GM 202 (2004): 
85-96. For this study Radtke has examined statues preserving both auricles, with a particular focus on 
those identified by text, in order to make certain the traits of the owner and she has named the following 
as representative of the style of Senwosret III: Baltimore WAG 22.115; Brooklyn 52.1; Cairo CG 42011, 
42012, and RT 18/4/22/4; London BM EA 684, EA 685 and EA 686; Louvre E 12960 and E 12961; and New 
York MMA 17.9.2. 
1242 Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 86. 
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Medamoud.1243 While the details of the ears differ, Radtke found that they all shared certain 
distinctive workshop features including the shape of the helix, the overgrowth of the upper 
concha structure, and the distinct division of its interior into two parts. The shape and 
composition of the lobe also differs from those at Medamoud. The span and width of the ears 
are unparalleled in the groups Radtke studied.1244  
Cairo CG 42011 and 42012, of the Karnak Series, depict the king with different headgear. 
Without the protection of the nemes, the ear was much more vulnerable, and it seems that 
artists accounted for this by refraining from cutting away too much stone behind the ears.1245 
The ears of these two statues were strongly angled in relation to the plane of the cheek and 
were rendered similarly to those examples wearing the nemes. The ears of Brooklyn 52.1 seem 
to be smaller and less angled and direct parallels in the corpus of Senwosret III are hard to find, 
but certain trends are in alignment with the Theban workshops.1246  The big angle of inclination 
of the ears with respect to the cheeks single out Baltimore WAG 22.115; however, it too aligns 
with the Theban style. Radtke has also suggested a Theban provenance for New York MMA 
17.9.2 based on the ears.1247  
Radtke concludes that the Theban style ear was characterized by particular elements in 
the modeling including the angling of the ear with respect to the surface of the cheek and the 
role of the helix and lobules in the composition. This ear style is best seen in the examples from 
Medamoud and Deir el-Bahari, but unfortunately there are not enough preserved examples to 
                                                             
1243 Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 86. 
1244 Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 88. 
1245 Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 88. 
1246 Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 88. 
1247 Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 90. 
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know how widespread this style was. Further, some of these features foreshadow the evolution 
that occurs under Amenemhet III. 
Beard (figs. 49-50) 
A total of 37/601248 human representations and 5/81249 sphinxes preserve evidence that 
can either confirm or deny the presence of a beard. Polz has identified four beard types (Forms 
A-D); only Forms A-C appear under Senwosret III.1250 The overwhelming majority of human 
(30/371251) and sphinx representations (4/51252) do not have beards. The two colossi from Karnak 
wear Form A, a simple fluted beard.1253  The calcite fragments from Abydos display Form B, a 
simple beard without fluting; this is the most popular style under Amenemhet III. Luxor J.34 is 
the only example of Form C, a finely braided god’s beard, which is interesting as it is in contrast 
to the other two Karnak Colossi. Further, there are three examples that have beards that are 
broken off.1254 The only sphinx with a preserved beard is MMA 17.9.2, which wears Form A. In all 
cases the beard strap is displayed. 
 
 
                                                             
1248 Abydos Fragments; Baltimore WAG 22.115; Berlin 9529; Boston MFA 05.195a-c and 13.3968; Brooklyn 
52.1; Cairo CG 468, CG 42011, CG 42012, CG 42013, JE 66569, RT 18/4/22/4; Copenhagen AAb 212; 
Detroit 31.68; Fitzwilliam E.37.1930, E.GA.82.1949, and E.GA.3005.1943; Geneva No. 4; Gotha Ae 1; 
Kansas City 62.11; Khartoum 447 and Khartoum 452; Lisbon 138; London BM EA 608, 684, 685, 686, 
36298; London UC 13249; Luxor J.34; Louvre E 12960, E 12961, and E 12962; New York MMA 26.7.1394; 
Luzern K 411; Toronto ROM 906.16.11; Vienna AS 6 
1249 Alexandria 2003=94.90; London BM EA 1849, 41748; New York MMA 17.9.2; Vienna AS 5813 
1250 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. und Amenemhets III,” pp. 242-243, fig. 4. 
1251 No Beard: Baltimore WAG 22.115; Boston MFA 05.195a-c and 13.3968; Brooklyn 52.1; Cairo CG 486, 
CG 42013, JE 66569, RT 18/4/22/4; Copenhagen AAb 212; Detroit 31.68; Fitzwilliam E.37.1930, 
E.GA.82.1949, and E.GA.3005.1943; Geneva No. 4; Gotha Ae 1; Kansas City 62.11; Khartoum 447 and 
Khartoum 452; Lisbon 138; London BM EA 684, 685, 686, 36298; London UC 13249; Louvre E 12960, E 
12961, and E 12962; Luzern K 411; New York MMA 26.7.1394; Vienna AS 6 
1252 Sphinxes – No Beard: Alexandria 2003=94.90, London BM EA 1849 and 41748; Vienna AS 5813 
1253 A: Cairo CG 42011 and CG 42012 
































                                                             
1255 Drawings by author, previous types based on the forms delineated in Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. 
und Amenemhets III,” p. 243, fig. 4. 




Jewelry (figs. 51-52) 
The statuary of Senwosret III was accessorized using a distinctive amulet necklace, rarely 
a broad collar, and a bracelet on the right wrist. A total of 25/601256 human representations and 
5/81257 sphinxes preserve the chest area. The statues of Senwosret III wear the amulet necklace 
as a rule (20/25) and, while there are various forms, designations appear to be, at least in part, 
geographic. While Polz identified six styles (Forms A-F), the components of the necklace are 
always the same, suggesting that the differences likely related to the artists carving each image. 
I was unable to find any examples that I thought depicted Polz’s Form E. Form A appears on two 
of the Karnak Colossi and an example from Medamoud (3/251258); Form B was the most popular 
and includes all the statuary from Deir el-Bahari (7/251259); Form C has three examples, including 
one from Medamoud (3/251260); and Forms D1261 and F1262 have only one example each. There 
are another 4/25 whose form was not preserved.1263 Aside from the above, there are two 
human representations that wear the broad collar,1264 one that wears nothing1265, and another 
                                                             
1256 Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099; Baltimore WAG 22.115; Boston MFA 05.195a-c and 13.3968; Brooklyn 
52.1; Cairo CG 42011, CG 42012, CG 42013, JE 66569, RT 18/4/22/4; Deir el-Bahari Torsos 1 and 2; Detroit 
31.68; Geneva No. 4; Gotha Ae 1; Khartoum 447 and Khartoum 452; London BM EA 684, 685, 686, and 
36298; Louvre E 12960 and E 12961; Toronto ROM 906.16.11; Vienna AS 6 
1257 Alexandria 2003=94.90; London BM EA 1849, EA 41748; New York MMA 17.9.2; Sheikh Labib Sphinx 
1258 A: Cairo CG 42011 and CG 42012; Louvre E 12961 
1259 B: Brooklyn 52.1; Cairo RT 18/4/22/4; Deir el-Bahari Torsos 1 and 2; London BM EA 684, EA 685, and 
EA 686.  
1260 C: London BM EA 36298; Louvre E 12960; Vienna AS 6 
1261 D: Cairo JE 66569  
1262 F: Baltimore WAG 22.115 
1263 Unclear: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099; Boston MFA 13.3968; Detroit 31.68; Gotha Ae 1 
1264 Khartoum 477 and 452. 


















Fig. 52 - Human Jewelry Forms























                                                             
1266 Cairo CG 42013; Geneva No. 4 
1267 Sphinxes – Nothing: Alexandria 2003=94.90; New York MMA 17.9.2; Sheikh Labib Sphinx 
1268 Sphinxes – Form A.1: London BM EA 1849; Unclear: London BM EA 41748 
1269 Drawings by author, previous types based on the forms delineated in Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. 
und Amenemhets III,” pp. 243-244, figs. 5-6. 




A simple bracelet on the right wrist appears on many of the under-life-size statues of 
Senwosret III. A total of 11/601270 human representations preserve the right wrist area, of these 
7/111271 wear a bracelet, 3/111272 do not, and 1/111273 is too eroded to tell. Those wearing 
bracelets include 5/7 under-life-size seated images and 2/7 life-size. Further, the examples 
include both the Early and Later Styles, showing that the trait was present throughout the reign. 
Those without bracelets include one anomalous example and the two colossi from Karnak.  
Dress (fig. 53) 
Three general styles of dress are revealed amongst the 29/601274 human representations 
preserving such information: the shendjet kilt, the praying kilt, and a shroud of some kind. The 
majority (20/291275) wear a closely patterned shendjet kilt. The kilts of the praying statues 
(6/291276) are distinctive, they depict a starched triangular kilt with plastic pleating that gathers 
in the lower left-hand corner of the front section; a long, beaded panel and two pendant cobras 
further adorn the front of each kilt. This pose/costume is first attested in the reign of Senwosret 
III and is not unique to royal figures.1277 Polz does not include shrouded figures in her analysis 
                                                             
1270 Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099; Baltimore WAG 22.115; Boston MFA 05.195a-c; Brooklyn 51.2; Cairo 
CG 422, CG 42011, CG 42012, CG 42013, and JE 66569; Louvre E 12960; North Karnak J-G A 474 
1271 Wears Bracelet: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099; Baltimore WAG 22.115; Brooklyn 52.1; Cairo CG 422 
and JE 66569; Louvre E 12960; North Karnak J-G A 474 
1272 No Bracelet: Boston MFA 05.195a-c; Cairo CG 42011 and CG 42012 
1273 Unclear: Cairo CG 42013 
1274 Abydos QS1 and QS2, Abydos Fragments; Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099; Baltimore WAG 22.115; 
Boston MFA 05.195a-c; Brooklyn 52.1; Cairo CG 422, CG 42011, CG 42012, CG 42013, JE 66569, and 
18/4/22/4; Deir el-Bahari Torsos 1 and 2; ERS 1950 and ERS Central Sanctuary; Khartoum 447 and 452; 
London BM EA 684, EA 685, EA 686, EA 1069, EA 1145, and EA 1146; London UC14635; Louvre E 12960; 
North Karnak J-G A 474 
1275 Shendjet: Abydos QS1 and QS2, Abydos Fragments; Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099; Baltimore WAG 
22.115; Boston MFA 05.195a-c; Brooklyn 52.1; Cairo CG 422, CG 42011, CG 42012, CG 42013, and JE 
66569; ERS 1950 and ERS Central Sanctuary; London BM EA 1069, EA 1145, and EA 1146; London UC 
14635; Louvre E 12960; North Karnak J-G A 474 
1276 Praying: Cairo RT 18/4/22/4; Deir el-Bahari Torsos 1 and 2; London BM EA 684, EA 685 and EA 686 











Fig. 53 - Styles of Dress
but there are at least two examples that depict a Sed-Festival cloak1278 and fragments from 
another two statues that likely depicted Senwosret III in a full-body shroud.1279 In addition, there 











Belt and Belt Buckle (figs. 54-55) 
Polz identified two main belt types (Forms A and B) with four variants each.1280  In 
general, all belts appear with a patterned band, usually consisting of a four-line pattern. During 
the reign of Senwosret III these belts are typically accompanied by a horizontal cartouche with 
the king’s name in the place of a belt buckle; the presence of a cartouche is what separates 
Polz’s A series from her B series. The B series is mostly restricted to the reign of Amenemhet III. 
The close similarity of the A series variants suggests that the differences most likely related to 
the hand of the artist. The only real variation lies in those examples that use Form B.1 or have a 
                                                             
1278  Sed-Festival: Khartoum 447 and 452 
1279 These two examples, Mariette 1880 and BM EA 608, were not included in the tallies above, as direct 
evidence of such a shroud is not preserved. 
1280 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. und Amenemhets III,” pp. 245-246, fig. 7. 
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Fig. 55 - Belt Forms
totally undecorated belt (now identified as Form C). A total of 20/601281 human representations 
preserve the waist area: 10/20 belts are in the A series with the following forms being present: 
A.2 (4/101282), A.3 (5/101283), and A.4 (1/101284). There are two examples of Form B.11285, three 
examples of Form C1286, three examples whose belt style remains unclear1287, and two statues 
that are dressed in the Sed-Festival garment, which does not include a belt.1288 The data 
indicates that the Karnak Colossi used form B.1 exclusively; however, no other geographic or 
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Fig. 54 – Belt and Belt Buckle Styles  
Present on the Statuary of Senwosret III1290 
                                                             
1281 Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099; Baltimore WAG 22.115; Boston MFA 05.195a-c; Brooklyn 52.1; Cairo 
CG 42011, CG 42012, JE 66569, and RT 18/4/22/4; Deir el-Bahari Torsos 1 and 2, Khartoum 447 and 452; 
London BM EA 684, EA 685, EA 686, and EA 1145; Louvre E 12960 and E 12961; North Karnak J-G A 474; 
Toronto ROM 906.16.11 
1282 A.2: Brooklyn 52.1; London BM EA 684; Louvre E 12960 and E 12961 
1283 A.3: Cairo RT 18/4/22/4; Deir el-Bahari Torsos 1 and 2; London BM EA 685, EA 686 
1284 A.4: Cairo JE 66569 
1285 B.1: Cairo CG 42011 and 42012 
1286 Undecorated: Baltimore WAG 22.115; Boston MFA 05.195a-c; North Karnak J-G A 474 
1287 Unclear: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099; London BM EA 1145; Toronto ROM 906.16.11 
1288 No Belt: Khartoum 447 and 452 
1289 For example, the majority of the Deir el-Bahari statues use form A.3, however, BM EA 684 uses form 
A.2. 
1290 Drawings by author, previous types based on the forms delineated in Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. 











Fig. 57 - Tail Forms
Animal Tail (figs. 56-57) 
The bull’s tail often appears on seated statues dating to the Middle Kingdom and is 
present on most of the seated statuary of Senwosret III; a total of 18/241291 seated 
representations preserve this part of the statue. There are two forms that appear under 
Senwosret III, although Polz does not give them their own formal letter.1292 Therefore, I have 
defined them thus: Form A is finely fluted but undecorated and Form B is adorned with a wavy 
pattern. There are 5/181293 in Form A, 6/181294 in Form B, 2/181295 where it is unclear if a tail is 
present, and 5/181296 that do not have a tail; of this final group 3/51297 do not include the tail 
because of their style of dress. Not many conclusions can be drawn from the above data; 
however, all of the quartzite seated statues from the Delta, Abydos, and Medamoud preserve 
the same tail style (Form B), further cementing their bond as a stylistic group.  
 
 
    Fig. 56 – Tail Forms  
    Present on the Statuary  
    of Senwosret III1298 
 
A              B 
 
                                                             
1291 Abydos QS1 and QS2; Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099; Baltimore WAG 22.115; Boston MFA 05.195a-c; 
Brooklyn 52.1; Cairo CG 422; ERS 1950 and ERS Central Sanctuary; Khartoum 447 and 452; London BM EA 
692, EA 1069, EA 1145, and EA 1146; London UC14635; Louvre E 12960; North Karnak J-G A 474 
1292 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. und Amenemhets III,” pp. 246-247. 
1293 A: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099; Cairo CG 422; London UC14635; Louvre E 12960; North Karnak J-G 
A 474  
1294 B: Abydos QS1 and QS2; Brooklyn 52.1; London BM EA 1069, EA 1145, and EA 1146 
1295 These images, for which only very poor-quality excavation photos exist, are: ERS 1950 and ERS Central 
Sanctuary. 
1296 No Tail: Baltimore WAG 22.115; Boston MFA 05.195a-c; Khartoum 447 and 452; London BM EA 692 
1297 Khartoum 447 (Sed-Festival garment), Khartoum 452 (Sed-Festival garment), London BM EA 692 
(inscribed kilt) 




Polz’s analysis of this category focused only on the seated statuary,1299 as that is the only 
statue type where a distinction is present between the statues of Senwosret III and his son; 
however, 23/601300 human representations demonstrate the position of the hands. The 
traditional seated images of Senwosret III always show the left hand flat against the thigh and 
the right hand clinched, while those of Amenemhet III show both hands flat. As for the rest of 
the corpus, statue type dictates the position of the hands: 14/24 seated representations of 
Senwosret III show the hands, of these 12/141301 show the hands in the classic position, while 
the remaining two show the arms crossed, holding the crook and flail.1302 There are six examples 
of the praying type, all of which show the arms extended and hands pressed flat against the 
kilt.1303 There are two preserved striding colossi whose arms are shown hanging down at the 
sides with fists clinched.1304 Finally, there is a single example of a kneeling statue that is holding 
two nw-pots.1305 
                                                             
1299 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. und Amenemhets III,” p. 247. 
1300 Abydos QS1; Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099; Baltimore WAG 22.115; Boston MFA 05.195a-c; 
Brooklyn 52.1; Cairo CG 422, CG 42011, CG 42012, CG 42013, JE 66569, and RT 18/4/22/4; Deir el-Bahari 
Torsos 1 and 2; ERS 1950 and ERS Central Sanctuary; Khartoum 447 and 452; London BM EA 684, EA 685, 
and EA 686; London UC14635; Louvre E 12960; North Karnak J-G A 474 
1301 Seated, Classic hand position: Abydos QS1; Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099; Baltimore WAG 22.115; 
Boston MFA 05.195a-c; Brooklyn 52.1; Cairo CG 422 and JE 66569; ERS 1950 and ERS Central Sanctuary; 
London UC 14635; Louvre E 12960; North Karnak J-G A 474 
1302 Crook and Flail: Khartoum 447 and 452 
1303 Praying: Cairo RT 18/4/22/4; Deir el-Bahari Torsos 1 and 2; London BM EA 684, EA 685, and EA 686 
1304 Striding: Cairo CG 42011 and CG 42012 




The nine bows are also a common feature of the statuary of Senwosret III. A total of 
15/601306 human form statues preserved the foot area; 14/15 are seated statues and 1/15 is a 
standing statue. Breaking this down further, 10/141307 seated representations show the nine 
bows, 2/141308 do not, and another 2/141309 remain unclear. There is a single fragment from a 
standing statue that preserves the foot area, a praying statue from Deir el-Bahari (BM EA 768), 
and it also exhibits the nine bows. This data indicates that the nine bows were an essential 
feature of the statuary of Senwosret III. In practice, the bows appear below the feet of the king 
and can be detailed or more summarily rendered; the Deir el-Bahari fragment indicates that for 
standing statues artists placed one bundle of bows under the right and a second under the left.  
Throne 
All preserved thrones are square and most often have a slightly raised back. In general, 
all of the statues that are life-size or larger have inscriptions framing the legs and decorating the 
sides of the throne while those that are under-life-size have anepigraphic sides. There is a 
special series of six statues whose bases also include the figures of two, small-scale, royal 
women flaking the legs of the king; this group is discussed in detail in Section 4.2.5.1310 
                                                             
1306 Abydos QS1 and QS 2; Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099; Baltimore WAG 22.115; Boston MFA 05.195a-
c; Khartoum 477 and 452; London BM EA 692, EA 768, EA 1069, EA 1145, and EA 1146; London UC14639; 
North Karnak J-G A 474 
1307 Seated with nine bows: Abydos QS1 and QS 2; Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099; Boston MFA 05.195a-c; 
London BM EA 1069, EA 1145, and EA 1146; London UC14635; North Karnak J-G A 474 
1308 Seated without: Baltimore WAG 22.115; London BM EA 692 
1309 Unclear: Khartoum 447 and 452 
1310 This group includes: Cairo JE 66569; London BM EA 1069, EA 1145, and EA 1146; and fragments from 
two additional statues found at Medamoud.  
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Sphinxes (Classic vs. Maned) 
Only the Classic Sphinx appears during the reign of Senwosret III. These sphinxes wear 
the nemes headdress and a sort of cloak incised with a stylized representation of the lion’s 
mane. The front of the cloak is inscribed with long striations that cover the chest and culminate 
at the back of the shoulders in the form of short, over-lapping tufts of fur. The center of the 
chest is filled with an inscription giving the king’s names. There are fragments from eight 
sphinxes dating to Senwosret III, and fragments from an additional sphinx amongst those found 
at Medamoud. The majority of the preserved examples wear nemes Form A.2 with uraeus body 
Form C and shield Form C.2; attachment points vary. Beards seem to have been the exception, 
although not all the examples are fully intact. The only preserved evidence of a beard appears 
on New York MMA 17.9.2; those without beards usually have on a broad collar.  
Inscriptions 
Polz noted several common features of the inscriptions present on the statuary of both 
Senwosret III and Amenemhet III.1311 The seated statues of Senwosret III have inscriptions on the 
front of the seat, left and right of the legs, on top of the base, in front of the feet, and on the 
belt buckle; in addition, life-size and over-life-size examples also have inscriptions on the sides of 
the throne. Boston MFA 05.195 is the only wholly uninscribed example. Where fully preserved, 
these inscriptions almost always refer to Senwosret III by his throne name, proper name, and 
Horus name. Further, all the standing statues of Senwosret III have an inscribed back pillar. 
Kneeling statues have a horizontal inscription on the base in front of the knees of the king. The 
sphinxes have the Horus name of the king inscribed on their chest in a serekh or the throne 
name carved in a simple frame. 
                                                             














Fig. 58 - Statue Attribution
4.2.4 – The Geographic Series  
The subsequent sections present a more comprehensive investigation of the statuary of 
Senwosret III with the goal to identify different regional and stylistic groups. This corpus of 
material is complex, as a large number of examples have been attributed based on style alone, 
of the 73 catalogue entries 32 are inscribed with the name of Senwosret III and come from a 
primary excavation context, 9 are inscribed but their primary provenance is unknown, 8 have 
only a known provenance, and 24 are attributed stylistically (fig. 59). Dividing the statuary is 
difficult, as neither a regional nor a stylistic typology is enough on its own. It is clear that certain 
series were developed with a single geographic setting in mind, while others were designed for 
installation around the country. It is important to take both of these factors into account when 











To that end, I will examine the geographic series first, as these statues were, by their 
very nature, intended to be displayed and viewed together; a total of four geographic series are 
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preserved from the reign of Senwosret III. A ‘geographic series’ is defined here as a group of two 
or more images found together, in or near the original location of their display. Artists likely 
constructed these statues at a specific point in the reign for a specific purpose, and then 
installed them in the location of their eventual discovery. These series help to illustrate that 
many of the variations seen in the image of Senwosret III were not the result of regional 
differences. Many of the series presented below share certain stylistic or iconographic features 
that distinguish them in some way from the other groups. The dates of these series within the 



























































Fig. 59 – Map of Egypt displaying sites with known examples of statuary depicting Senwosret III 
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The Abydos Series (pls. III-IV) 
The statuary from Abydos comes from two primary locations and has been divided 
accordingly into the Osiris Temple Series and the South Abydos Series. The Osiris Temple Series 
is comprised of two main examples: Mariette 1880 and London BM EA 608, although Petrie and 
Mariette have noted fragments of additional statues.1312 A. Mariette originally uncovered the 
statue referred to here as Mariette 1880 during his excavations at the Northern Enclosure of the 
temple of Osiris at Abydos.1313 Based on the presence of a number of fragments, he concluded 
that this was one of a series of eight to ten similar colossal shrouded figures that once decorated 
the temple.1314 This is the only fragment of the group Mariette published, since it was the only 
one that preserved a dateable text. W.M.F. Petrie rediscovered these remains, during his 
excavations at the site and according to his report, he found the statue overthrown and broken, 
with only the back pillar and edge inscription preserved.1315 He too published only the 
inscriptions of this statue, but suggested that Thutmose III had dedicated it.  
Petrie discovered BM EA 608, during his first campaign at the temple beneath a “mass 
of loose dust,” just south of the Kom es Sultan, inside the temenos.1316 Baikie has related the 
head to those from Karnak and Deir el-Bahari, which he believes stressed the consciousness of 
power, the weariness and vanity of rule, and a spirit of bitterness.1317  Vandier has likened this 
head to what he has termed, the Theban style.1318 According to Connor, the London head shares 
                                                             
1312 A. Mariette, Catalogue General des Monuments D’Abydos (Paris: L’Imprimerie Nationale, 1880), p. 29. 
1313 He first published it in A. Mariette, Abydos II, (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1880), p. 29, pl. 21d and 
discussed it further in Mariette, Catalogue General des Monuments D’Abydos, pp. 29-30, No. 346. 
1314 Mariette, Catalogue General des Monuments D’Abydos, p. 29. 
1315 W.M.F. Petrie, Abydos II (London: EEF, 1903), p. 34, pl. XXVIII.  
1316 The Egypt Exploration Fund donated the head to the British Museum in 1902. W.M.F. Petrie. Abydos I 
(London: EEF, 1902), p. 28, pl. LV-6, 7. 
1317 J. Baikie, A History of Egypt from the Earliest Times to the End of the XVIIIth Dynasty, I (New York: 
Macmillan Company, 1929), p. 377. 
1318 Vandier, Manuel III, p. 189. 
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many of the same features as South Abydos SA.2090 (see below) as well as several additional 
fragments uncovered over the course of Mariette’s excavations at the Osiris Temple.1319 He has 
suggested that the similarity between the two heads indicates that they were produced at the 
same nearby quarries, by either the same traveling sculptor or sculptors trained in the same 
workshop who were copying the same model.1320 London BM EA 608, as well as all of the 
comparative statues listed above, is executed in the Later Style.  Freed has advocated a series of 
over life-size statues at the Temple of Osiris at Abydos, which could have originally been 
associated with the funerary complex of Senwosret III, located nearby, that would have served 
to illustrate the importance of Osiris during the reign of Senwosret III.1321 Connor’s theory that 
the two sets of temple furnishings were carved by the same individuals adds support to this 
proposed link between the two temples.  
I have chosen to refer to these statues as shrouded royal figures instead of Osiride 
Statues/Pillars. Shrouded royal figures first appear in the Middle Kingdom and are associated 
with royal temples, or the royal sections of divine temples.1322 Statues in this style were created 
as groups and placed either along the approach to the temple sanctuary, around a courtyard, or 
in the form of pillars decorating the temple’s façade. The attitude of the king is the essential 
feature that has earned all of these examples the title Osirian/Osiride; however, Leblanc and Do. 
Arnold have called their funerary nature into question. After a detailed study of this type 
Leblanc suggested that these images represented the most original form of the veneration of 
                                                             
1319 These traits include: an aged face with full cheeks, open eyes, swollen lids, and raised eyebrows that 
follow the curve of the eye. Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 343. 
1320 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 343. 
1321 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux de Sesostris III,” p. 38. 
1322 C. Leblanc, “Piliers et colosses de type ‘osiriaque’ dans le context des temples de culte royal,” BIFAO 
80 (1980): 69-89, p. 69. 
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the divine ruler.1323 He divided the known examples into two types: Osiride Pillars, which had an 
architectural function, and Colossi, which were freestanding.  The colossi are the earliest form 
and first appear in the Middle Kingdom. Leblanc further sub-divided the Colossi into Groups A-E 
based on their accouterments/costume and has determined that each variant represented a 
different episode of the Sed-Festival.1324  
The pillars all date to the New Kingdom or Ramesside Periods and appear to be a later 
development, but the circumstances of their installation seem to bolster Leblanc’s Sed-Festival 
theory.1325 In many cases, the areas with these pillars have inscriptions associated with the Sed-
Festival, indicating that a reevaluation may be needed for those temples on the Theban West 
Bank, where it has been assumed all were funerary foundations.1326 He has proposed that many 
of these temples, which were founded well before the death of the king, not only held the 
funeral cult, but also acted first to house the cult of the living king.1327 This notion of eternal 
royal worship would fit with the name given to these temples.  
Lebanc has cited British Museum EA 347/690, a stela fragment relating to the cult of the 
colossal shrouded figures of Mentuhotep II and Amenemhet I, and six blocks from the Red 
Chapel of Hatshepsut at Karnak, as evidence that beginning in the Middle Kingdom a cult 
dedicated to colossal shrouded royal figures was maintained, that lasted through the Ramesside 
                                                             
1323 Leblanc, “Piliers et colosses,” pp. 69-89, pls. 19-22; Leblanc, “Le culte rendu aux colosses ‘osriaques’ 
Durant le Nouvel Empire,” BIFAO 82 (1982): 295-311. 
1324 Leblanc, “Piliers et colosses,’” pp. 72-81. Group A consists of colossi representing the king in a 
mummiform shroud; Group B in a ceremonial kilt; Group C in a tunic; Group D in a shendjet kilt; and 
Group E in the nude. Group C contains the earliest example, which dates to Mentuhotep II and, for 
Leblanc, links this type with the Sed-Festival. 
1325 Leblanc, “Piliers et colosses,’” p. 70. 
1326 Leblanc, “Piliers et colosses,’” p. 87. Leblanc has highlighted the fact that the term ‘temple of millions 
of years’ is also applied to temples such as the Akhmenu indicating that it is unclear the role of these 
sacred buildings; an exhaustive study of the term is needed. 
1327 Leblanc, “Piliers et colosses,’” p. 87. 
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Period.1328 It is important to stress that this form of worship occurred during the lifetime of the 
king and then extended after his death. Leblanc has linked this form of statuary to the royal Sed-
Festival specifically, where it served to materialize the relationship between the king and the 
festival for the purposes of royal regeneration.1329  
Do. Arnold has also looked at this style and has proposed a slightly less restricted 
meaning.1330 She has identified the crossed arms, a trait also present on Sed-Festival images of 
the king, as an indication that these images portrayed a rejuvenated king. Further, she has 
linked the shrouded body type to similar images of deities such as Min, Ptah, Khonsu, and Osiris; 
a group of deities associated with transformation, change, and creative impulse. Arnold 
ultimately concludes that the location of the statues and their style of dress signify that they 
marked the transition between the outside world and the sacred world of the temple. If this 
series was in fact associated with the Sed-Festival of Senwosret III it would fit with both the 
suggestions of Freed and Connor that they were carved later in the king’s reign and with the 
facial style of London BM EA 608. This interpretation of this statue type also lends additional 
support to a long reign for Senwosret III. 
Statuary in the South Abydos Series includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2 and a series of calcite 
fragments all found at the Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III. Randall-MacIver first discovered 
Abydos QS1 and QS2, a pair of over life-size seated statues, in his 1899-1900 season, lying on the 
eastern side of the forecourt of the mortuary temple in a pitted area that once formed the 
                                                             
1328 Leblanc, “Le culte rendu aux colosses ‘osriaques’ Durant le Nouvel Empire,” pp. 296-299. 
1329 Leblanc, “Le culte rendu aux colosses ‘osriaques’ Durant le Nouvel Empire,” pp. 310-311. 
1330 Do. Arnold., Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 8, pp. 50-52. 
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doorway between the forecourt and the East Block of the temple.1331 Due to their damaged 
state, he reburied them in situ. Wegner rediscovered the pair in 1994; additional work 
conducted in the area in 1997, yielded some 26 small fragments from the upper portions of 
these two statues.1332 Based on his work at the site, Wegner has proposed that the pair 
originally flanked the entrance to the cult building. In 1998, the Supreme Council of Antiquities 
removed QS1 from its original location and placed it at the rear of the Temple of Seti I in 
Abydos, where it stands today. These two statues are also part of the Quartzite Group, 
discussed below. Abydos QS1 and QS2 both appear in Polz’s catalogue and Connor has placed 
them in his Marked Visage Group, Abydos Subgroup (Diss.) and his Abydos Funerary Temple 
Group (CRIEPL 2016). 
Also	included	in	the	South	Abydos	Series	are	some 55 poorly preserved fragments of a 
series of calcite statues of Senwosret III	uncovered	over the course of the 1994, 1997, and 1999 
seasons of the Pennsylvania-Yale-Institute of Fine Arts Expedition to Egypt.1333 The location of 
the fragments indicates that they most likely come from the inner most part of the Mortuary 
Temple of Senwosret III. These fragments preserve elements of at least three life-size seated 
statues of Senwosret III similar in form to Abydos QS1 and QS2. They are comprised of a very 
fine, compact crystalline form of calcite with a uniform milky white hue and no veining.1334 This 
                                                             
1331 D. Randall-MacIver, “The Temple of Usertesen III,” in, El Amrah and Abydos 1899-1901 (London: EEF, 
1902), pp. 57-58, pl. XX, XXI; D. Randall-MacIver and A.C. Mace, “Excavations at Abydos,” Archaeological 
Report (EEF), (1899-1900): pp.1-3. 
1332 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pp. 187-199. 
1333 Of the 55, 39 came from the 1994 season and 16 from the 1997 and 1999 seasons. Wegner, The 
Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pp. 199-203. 
1334 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pp. 202-203. 
299 
 
stone was also incorporated into the king’s mortuary temple; Wegner has linked it to the site of 
Esna and the Ss stone, which the Egyptians associated with purity.1335  
The most important fragment is SA.2090, which illustrates what the faces of some of the 
figures may have looked like. SA.2090 preserves a portion of the mouth, chin, and false beard of 
Senwosret III. The mouth is downturned and the muscles at the corners of the lips are 
accentuated. The termination of the nasolabial fold is visible, and the preserved modeling of the 
left cheek indicates that this was an image of the king in old age, very similar to that of New York 
MMA 17.9.2. In fact, the details of the mouth and the join between the false beard and the chin 
are almost identical.1336 Based on this fragment alone, Wegner has proposed that this series of 
figures all had facial features similar to MMA 17.9.2.1337  However, the evidence from Deir el-
Bahari, Medamoud, and Karnak makes it more likely that this was merely one of the facial styles 
displayed. The Abydos fragments were not included in Polz’s catalogue; however, Connor has 
placed SA.2090 in his Marked Visage Group, Abydos Subgroup (Diss.) and the lot in his Abydos 
Funerary Temple Group (CRIEPL 2016).  
The Deir el-Bahari Series (pls. V-VI) 
This series consists of seven statues of Senwosret III discovered at the Mortuary Temple 
of Mentuhotep II at Deir el-Bahari: London BM EA 684, EA 685, EA 686, and EA 768, Cairo RT 
18/4/22/4, and two headless torsos that remain on site; all are in the Later Style. The group 
depicts Senwosret III in an attitude of prayer, striding with his hands flat on his triangular kilt. 
                                                             
1335 Similar seated statues in this type of stone spanned the Old to the New Kingdom and it is likely this 
tradition related to the religious significance of the Ss stone. Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret 
III, p. 203. 
1336 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, p. 203. 
1337 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, p. 203. 
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This is the first time that this pose is preserved in sculpture.1338 According to Freed, the 
decoration of the kilt is also new; it included incised diagonal folds that meet in the left corner 
of the garment and a cord with beads or elements shaped like drops of water and uraei that 
highlight the message of his divine power and provide a decorative touch.1339 The king wears the 
nemes headdress with headband and uraeus, but no beard. He also wears his characteristic 
amulet necklace. 
For Wolf, the pose illustrates the king’s submission to the deity and indicates that god, 
king, and country were no longer inseparable.1340 Seidel and Wildung have also related the 
king’s facial expression in this image to changes in the relationship between the king and the 
gods. They proposed that the series represented a formal design concept related to Egyptian 
kingship in which the king and the people were in service to the divine will.1341 Wildung has 
further proposed that the facial expressions of the statues and their attitude served to 
emphasize the humanity of the king as he submits to the divine will, portraying him as a man, 
who was responsible for his own decisions and acted as an individual.1342 
Naville discovered the group on the south side of the temple’s lower courtyard and has 
proposed that they originally stood on the temple’s upper terrace.1343 Hall has estimated the 
original height of each statue at around 6 ft., making them roughly life-size.1344 All seven are 
                                                             
1338 Evers, Staat aus Stein II, par. 691; Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, p. 325; Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux,” p. 
40. 
1339 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux,” p. 40. 
1340 Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, p. 325. 
1341 M. Seidel and D. Wildung, “Rundplastik des Mittleren Reiches,” in C. Vandersleyen, Das Alte Agypten 
(Berlin: Propylen, 1975), pp. 230-239.  
1342 Wildung and Grimm, Gotter Pharaonen, cat. 21.  
1343 E. Naville and H.R. Hall, “Excavations at Deir el-Bahari,” in Griffith (ed.) Archaeological Report (1904-
1905) (London: EEF, 1905), pp. 1-10, p. 7. 
1344 H. R. Hall, “The Statues of Senwosret III” in E. Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari, III 
(London: EEF, 1913), pp. 10-12.  
301 
 
broken off at the knees, four have their heads preserved, and only one set of feet remain; the 
theories about their destruction vary. Wildung suggested they were demolished when the 
temple was renovated during the Ramesside period or the Amarna period.1345 Alternatively, 
Hirsch proposed that in the late New Kingdom, stone robbers deliberately smashed the arms 
and legs of the statues after first throwing them over the terrace’s edge.1346  
Each of the four preserved heads has distinctive facial features, which initially led 
scholars to suggest they depicted the king at different ages.1347 The most accentuated example 
is London BM EA 686, which distinctly conveys the image of old age. As is the case for many of 
the most exaggerated examples, the lower jaw appears heavy, the eyes and face marked for 
age, and the lips have a characteristic form that is associated with examples from multiple sites 
that represent the most extreme depictions of age.1348 In these cases the musculature of the 
mouth is prominent; the lips are very thick in the center then terminate in two points with the 
lower lip sticking out further than the upper; the corners of the mouth are dramatically 
downturned. This style is in contrast to other cases where the mouth appears straight across 
and the lips uniformly full; this is the style present on the other Deir el-Bahari faces. The three 
other faces are also more rounded and smooth, giving them a generally more youthful look; it is 
possible they reflect middle age. There are still three faces that are missing, it is likely that at 
least one would have depicted the king in his youth. 
                                                             
1345 Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, pp. 201-202. 
1346 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 93-94.  
1347 E. Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari, I (London: EEF, 1907), p. 37; Hirsch, Kultpolitik 
und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 93; Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, p. 202. 
1348 Other examples include: Louvre E 12961 (Medamoud), Fitzwilliam E.GA.3005.1943 (Medamoud), 
Abydos SA.2090 (Abydos), and Kansas City 62.11 (Quartzite Group) 
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Wildung linked this group with The Hymns to Senwosret III and the Semna Stela, and 
stated that they echoed Senwosret III’s desire to portray himself as part of the great history and 
continuity of the dynasty.1349 He has proposed that the figures were placed around the pillars 
outside the naos on the upper level of the temple in order to represent the king both as a part 
of the great tradition of the dynasty, and as a human. Freed has also stressed dynastic 
continuity, suggesting that the group identified the king with this powerful ancestor in the eyes 
of the people, because the statues would have been visible from afar.1350 In addition, a large 
granite stele set up in association with the statuary (Cairo JE 38655) helped to further reinforce 
Senwosret III’s devotion to his ancestor.1351  The work of Hirsch and Radtke combined with the 
similarity of the bodies, indicate all the statues came from the same workshop. 1352 In addition, 
Freed and Hirsch have suggested that the images revealed the different moods of the king or 
different interpretations of the image of kingship.1353 Farsen has connected the series with the 
Beautiful Feast of the Valley and a change in the self-understanding of kingship in which the 
pharaoh was seen as a good shepherd responsible for his people and responsible to the gods.1354 
The evidence from Chapter Two and additional factors discussed in Chapter Six indicate that it is 
also possible the images presented Senwosret III at various points throughout his reign. 
According to Laboury, the pose of the statues denotes the presence of the god as the 
object of royal worship; a rite frequently presented in temple reliefs depicting the king facing a 
                                                             
1349 Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, pp. 201-202. 
1350 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux,” p. 40. 
1351 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux,” p. 40. 
1352 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 93; Radtke, “The Iconography of the 
Ear,” p. 86. 
1353 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux,” p. 41. 
1354 Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 23-25.  
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deity he is worshipping.1355 This is the first time this motif is translated into a three-dimensional 
form. The statues represent the king; therefore, there must also have been an image of the 
deity. The proximity of these figures would have ensured the necessary relationship between 
the subject and object of the action conveyed by this series. Based on the location of their 
discovery, Laboury has suggested they were positioned at the back of the temple in the upper 
southern terrace and, based on the construction of the group of Sobekemsaf and Satet of 
Elephantine (Aswan 1364), he has proposed further that the statues of Senwosret III would have 
been facing that of the deity, in this case Mentuhotep II.1356 
The most recent opinion on this group is that of Oppenheim, who has stated that the 
pattern of destruction indicates that the statues were ritually killed, not just damaged from 
falling.1357 She has also questioned the theory that they would have stood on the south side of 
the temple, as it would have been a rather inconspicuous location. She proposes that the group 
originally stood in the same court as the stela, Cairo JE 38655, possibly between the north and 
south columns facing inward and included as many as ten examples; or possibly in the hypostyle 
hall, which has eight rows of columns.1358 She has suggested that the series represented a 
composite blending of two differing views of kingship: strength in youth and wisdom in old 
age.1359 She relates the differences in the faces of this, and other series to the skill levels of the 
artists; however, the distinctions between the facial styles within each series are striking and 
                                                             
1355 D. Laboury, “De la relation spatiale entre les personnages des groups statuaries royaux dans l’art 
pharaonique,” RdE 51 (2000): pp. 83-101, p. 88. 
1356 Laboury, “De la relation spatiale,” p. 88. 
1357 Oppenheim, Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 205, pp. 276-77. 
1358 Oppenheim, Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 205, pp. 276-77. 
1359 Oppenheim, Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 205, pp. 276-77. 
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were most likely a deliberate choice. Senwosret III is one of the only pharaohs for whom each 
image seems to have an individual character that is immediately clear to the viewer. 
Baikie has associated the Deir el-Bahari group with the colossal statues of the king from 
Karnak and Abydos;1360 Naville has also likened the group to the statues from Abydos, which he 
has suggested depicted the king as an old man.1361 More recently, Freed linked this series to the 
Karnak Series of Amenemhet III. She suggested that it is possible both groups were produced at 
the same time, in the same workshop, during the period of coregency.1362 In addition, Freed has 
compared the face of London BM 686 to the Karnak Colossi and the Karnak Sphinxes, suggesting 
that the same sculptor could have made all three; however, she has cautioned that other 
sculptures lack the force of character of London BM 686.1363 The fact that both the Karnak 
Colossi and the Deir el-Bahari Series use uraeus shield Form A, offers additional support of 
Freed’s argument. Vandier has designated this series as his Deir el-Bahari Group; it was also 
included in Polz’s catalogue of Senwosret III and was placed into Connor’s Marked Visage Group, 
Deir el-Bahari sub-group (Diss.), then his Deir el-Bahari Group (CRIEPL 2016).   
While a number of interesting theories have been offered on the differing facial features 
of this group, only Freed has taken the possibility of coregency into account. This series fits all of 
the characteristics of the Later Style of Senwosret III, including the presence of distinctive facial 
types. The use and purpose of these types is discussed further in Chapter Six, but it is possible 
they served to commemorate the full span of Senwosret III’s reign. 
                                                             
1360 Baikie, A History of Egypt I, p. 377. 
1361 Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple III (1913), pp. 11-12. 
1362 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 107. 
1363 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux,” p. 41. The date of this group and its relationship to the coregency is 
discussed further in Chapter Six. 
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The Karnak Series (pls. VII-VIII) 
The Karnak Series is divided into two sub-series: the Karnak Colossi and the Karnak 
Sphinxes, both in the Later Style. Although two additional statues were also found at Karnak, 
only these two groups were conceived of and installed as series; although other examples may 
be lost.1364 The Karnak Colossi Series is comprised of three preserved examples that share a 
number of special iconographic features: Cairo CG 42011, CG 42012, and Luxor J.34. The crowns 
of the preserved figures, one white and two double, suggest that additional figures originally 
existed. Legrain’s excavations for the Service des Antiquités uncovered the heads of Cairo CG 
42011 and CG 42012 in 1900 near the edge of the Karnak Cachette.1365 He did not find the 
bodies until 1903, as a result of the clearing of Karnak Temple, in Court 3, buried in front of the 
south face of the 8th Pylon. According to Legrain, all the statues in the Cachette had clean 
breaks, indicating that these particular examples had been intentionally decapitated.1366 Prior to 
the discovery of Luxor J.34, M. Pillet had suggested that since Cairo CG 42011 and CG 42012 
were found in an area built by Thutmose III, it is possible that he had reused these two statues 
to frame the doorway.1367 
The Franco-Egyptian Center discovered Luxor J.34 during the cleaning of Karnak temple 
in February 1970, northwest of the 4th Pylon.1368 Archeologists uncovered the head in 
association with additional granite fragments containing elements of the titulary of Senwosret 
                                                             
1364 These apparent outliers include: Cairo CG 42013, a kneeling statue, and North Karnak J-G A 474, which 
belongs to the Brooklyn Group and was likely not intended for display at Karnak. 
1365 Barguet, Le Temple d’Amon-Rê à Karnak, pp. 266 n. 1, 279; A. Amenta in, Bongioanni and Croce (eds), 
The Treasures of Ancient Egypt, p. 127; Lange, Sesostris, p. 48; Legrain, “Derniéres Découvertes Faites a 
Karnak,” pp. 138-139; Legrain, “Second rapport sur les travaux executes à Karnak,” p. 26; Letellier, 
“Découverte d’une Tête Colossale de Sesostris III a Karnak,” pp. 165-167; Legrain, Statues et Statuettes I, 
pp. 8-9. 
1366 Legrain, “Derniéres Découvertes Faites a Karnak,” pp. 138-139. 
1367 Pillet, “Deux representations inedites,” p. 250. 
1368 B. Letellier, “Decouverte d’une Tete Colossale de Sesostris III a Karnak,” Kemi 21 (1971): pp. 165-176. 
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III.  At the time of discovery, traces of color preserved on the face revealed that the statue was 
once fully painted;1369 traces of paint are also preserved on Cairo CG 42011. Wildung has 
described Luxor J.34 as one of the most remarkable examples of 12th Dynasty portraiture, 
reflecting an expression of resolution and unforgiving hardness.1370 He has linked this image with 
the mentality of the king as expressed in The Hymns of Senwosret III and considers the statuary 
an expression of that literary genre. 
Based on the style of beard, Letellier and Farsen have suggested that Luxor J.34 
originally depicted the king wearing the Sed-Festival garment or as the god Osiris.1371 The torso 
of a granite colossal shrouded figure of Senwosret III is preserved in the Karakol Magazine; 
however, no images of the statue are published and information on its current whereabouts is 
lacking. According to Hirsch, the body was discovered in 1980, near the 4th Pylon at Karnak1372, 
which would be very near to the find spot of Luxor J.34. The torso depicts the left hand of the 
king holding an ankh and, although the right arm is missing, the ankh is preserved. The plunging 
neckline of the garment described suggests it may have related to the Sed Festival. In addition, 
remains of a beard are preserved, but Hirsch does not describe them in detail, so it is unclear if 
the style would match the Luxor head. Inscriptional remains from the statue’s back pillar 
confirm that it depicts Senwosret III. If this body did in fact match J.34, it would indicate that 
that statue was part of an additional series, separate from Cairo CG 42011 and 42012 – this is 
highly likely due to the differences in the beard style of the Cairo and Luxor examples.  
                                                             
1369 Letellier, “Decouverte d’une Tete Colossale,” p. 167. 
1370 Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, p. 200. 
1371 Letellier, “Decouverte d’une Tete Colossale,” p. 167; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 12-13. 
1372 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 313.  
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All three faces are carved in the Later Style and have almost identical features including 
a long rectangular face, long, slightly dropping almond-shaped eyes, a horizontal mouth with 
somewhat raised corners, soft, natural lips, and outlined eyelids. Particular care is given to the 
details including the braided beard, the geometric patterns of the uraeus shield, and the incised 
eyebrows, which are a unique feature of this series. The Karnak Colossi are also the only statues 
of Senwosret III to use belt Form B.1. Vandier has placed these statues in his Karnak Group. They 
are also included in the catalogue of Polz and in Connor’s Marked Visage Group, Karnak Colossi 
sub-group (Diss.) and Karnak Temple of Amun Group (CRIEPL 2016). Connor suggested that the 
faces were the work of the same sculptor or sculptors who were able to copy identically the 
same model.1373 Freed proposed that the three faces exhibit differing degrees of facial modeling, 
which reflect the different ages of the king.1374 It is very common for series in the Later Style to 
portray a range of ages; however, I think it is less clear in this case. While Freed has described 
the drooping eyes, hollow cheeks, and firm, pinched mouth of Luxor J.34, she does not 
comment on the other two examples or on what characteristic mark one face as older than the 
others.1375  
The Karnak Sphinx Series consists of at least one pair of gneiss sphinxes: New York MMA 
17.9.2 and fragments from another sphinx once located in the Sheikh Labib Magazine; a 
cartouche on the chest of MMA 17.9.2 secures the date of this pair, while the location of the 
Sheik Labib sphinx establishes their point of origin. Habachi was one of the last scholars to 
observe the Sheik Labib sphinx in person; its current location is unknown.1376 According to 
                                                             
1373 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 341-342. 
1374 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux,” p. 38.  
1375 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux,” p. 38. 




Habachi, the objects in the storehouse originally came from temples nearby or from the general 
Theban area, but he has suggested that these two sphinxes came from Karnak.1377 He identified 
the two as a pair based both on their features and on the veining of the stone, which suggested 
to him that they might have been carved from the same block.1378 Freed has likened the face of 
the MMA sphinx to that of Cairo CG 42011, also from Karnak, and has suggested that they may 
have been carved by the same artist;1379 both are executed in the Later Style.  New York MMA 
17.9.2 appears in Polz’s catalogue and in Connor’s Marked Visage Group (Diss.) and Karnak 
Temple of Amun Group (CRIEPL 2016). 
The Medamoud Series (pls. IX-X)  
This is the largest of the geographic series and includes a sizeable group of statues and 
statue fragments: Cairo CG 486 and JE 66569, Fitzwilliam E.37.1930 and E.GA.3005.1943, Louvre 
E 12960, E 12961, and E 12962, and a series of fragments stored onsite; all of the objects are 
executed in the Later Style. The main component of this corpus consists of fragments from more 
than 20 life-size, seated, granodiorite statues of Senwosret III wearing the nemes and short 
pleated kilt, with his left hand resting flat against his thigh and his right hand clenched. The 
fragments come from the French excavations of the Temple of Montu at the site built during the 
reign of Senwosret III. The inscriptions on the statues appear uniform and refer to Montu, Lord 
of Medamoud. The consistency of the group, as is evident from the iconographic analysis, 
indicates that it was executed as an ensemble, intended to furnish the newly constructed 
                                                             
1377 Habachi, “The Gneiss Sphinx of Sesostris III,” p. 14. Hirsch agrees: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 93. 
1378 Habachi, “The Gneiss Sphinx of Sesostris III,” p. 13. 
1379 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux,” p. 40. 
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temple.1380 This series is a part of Vandier’s Medamoud Group, Polz’s general catalogue, and 
Connor’s Marked Visage Group, Medamoud subgroup (Diss.), and Medamoud Group (CRIEPL 
2016). 
There were also statues that deviated from the main assemblage; these include two 
colossal seated figures in granite (Medamoud Nos. 63 and 2127), at least two statues with small 
female figures flaking the king’s legs (Medamoud Nos. 265 and 730), and the remains of at least 
three, possibly maned, sphinxes (Medamoud Inv. Nos. 49, 50, 2242). In addition, Connor has 
proposed that the two granite heads of the Fitzwilliam Museum (Cambridge E.37.1930 and 
E.GA.3005.1943) likely join the two torsos found at the site.1381 As for the sphinxes, Hirsch refers 
to them as ‘Mähnensphingen,’ while Bisson de la Roque equated some of the very damaged 
remains with the style of the Karnak Sphinx Series. If the sphinx/sphinxes were in fact of the 
maned style, they would be the only examples known from the reign of Senwosret III.1382  
The preserved faces from the site (Cairo CG 486 and JE 66569; and Louvre E 12961 and E 
12962) are distinctive, leading to an array of interpretations related to Senwosret III’s apparent 
age, their purpose, and their meaning. As discussed above, in relation to the Early and Later 
styles of Senwosret III, it is clear that the visual demarcation of age during the reign of 
Senwosret III served a specific ideological purpose. According to Farsen, the varying ages 
                                                             
1380 Others who share this view include: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 
97; Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 26; Andreu-Lanoe, Sésostris III 
Pharaon de Légende, p. 128; Berman, Pharaohs Treasures, pp. 42-43; and Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux,” 
pp. 36-38. 
1381 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 342, 342 n. 1112, pl. 186-187. 
1382 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 98; Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part 
I, p. 39; Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 107.  As for the statue in question, only one fragment is 
currently known; the others are missing. The date of Senwosret III has been attributed because there is no 
attestation of Amenemhet III at the site and all of the other granite statues are inscribed for Senwosret III. 
(F. Relats, Personal Communication). Maned-sphinxes are attested prior to the reign of Amenemhet III; 
however, there are no known examples dated to the reign of Senwosret III. 
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illustrated the transience of a human king and could have represented different stages in the 
king’s rule.1383 Berman has proposed that they reflected different artists’ interpretations of the 
royal image,1384 and Andreu has suggested that the goal was to draw attention to the length of 
the king’s reign and to emphasize the amount of time he had devoted to ruling.1385 More 
recently she has proposed that like the Medamoud lintel, they represented the double aspect of 
the face of the king, which was combined this with a slender muscular body, to express an 
ideological will outlined in the texts of this period.1386 
The most youthful image in this group is Louvre E 12960, it has a smooth oval face, a 
straight mouth with uniformly full lips, large almond-shaped eyes, and a full face – it is similar in 
style to the young king on the lintel. Louvre E 12961 is analogous to E 12960 in relation to the 
material used, the pose, nemes, and ears; however, it sits at the opposite end of the age 
spectrum.1387 The facial surface is much more articulated with highly emphasized bags under the 
eyes and very round, deeply set eyes. Diagonal furrows stretch down from the inner corners of 
the eyes and the nostrils, giving the face a very long and hollowed appearance. The musculature 
of the mouth is prominent, and the lips are distinctive from those examples of the more 
youthful style. Here they are thick in the center and terminate in two points with the lower lip 
sticking out further than the upper. Further, the chin and lower jaw of these two statues are 
shaped completely differently, with the lower jaw of E 12961 being a full 2 cm. wider than its 
more youthful counterpart. These differences do not transfer to the bodies of the statues.  
                                                             
1383 Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 17-18. 
1384 Berman, Pharaohs Treasures, pp. 42-43. 
1385 Andreu et al., L’Egypte ancienne au Louvre (Paris: Hachette, 1997), p. 93.  
1386 Andreu-Lanoe, Sésostris III Pharaon de Légende, p. 128.  
1387 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux,” p. 37. 
311 
 
While these two statues characterize the extremes of the group, the others have less 
distinctive features, which were common to many of the statues dating to Senwosret III. Cairo JE 
66569 and CG 486 appear to represent a middle ground between the two extremes; they have 
the more oval face shape, but are slightly more accentuated than Louvre E 12960. The facial 
fragment, Louvre E 12962 is most similar to E 12961. As for the heads from Cambridge, 
E37.1930 represents the oldest style; it bears the same lip shape as Louvre E 12961 and has two 
additional diagonal lines added in at the corners of the mouth to exaggerate its already down-
turned appearance. The other facial fragment, Cambridge E.GA.3005.1943 is closest to E 12960; 
its face, particularly the lower jaw is slim, the face is smooth, and the lips are straight and 
uniformly full. If these two faces did in fact form a pair, as Connor has suggested, then they 
would have reflected the pairing of youth and old age. Connor has aligned the more aged 
images in this group with the statues of Senwosret III from Karnak and the Quartzite Group, all 
of which represent the Later Style. 
The Semna Series (pl. XI) 
The Semna Series consists of three known examples, Khartoum 447 and 448 and Boston 
MFA 24.1764, which were all found in association with the temple located at the site. The 
temple is dedicated to the local Nubian god Dedwen and the deified Senwosret III and was built 
primarily during the reign of Thutmose III.1388 Senwosret III had long been worshipped as a god 
in Nubia and elsewhere, with additional evidence for his cult coming from Kumma and 
Uronarti.1389 The Semna temple was located in a prominent position, high up in the center of the 
                                                             
1388 R.A. Caminos. Semna-Kumma, I (London: EEF, 1998), p. 9. 
1389 Caminos, Semna-Kumma, pp. 4, 15. 
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fortress, near the road connecting the two large gates that provided entrance to the associated 
town.1390  
Khartoum 447 was discovered lying at the north end of the sanctuary.1391 It is included in 
Polz general catalogue and remains unclassified in Connor. Connor has questioned the 
attribution of the piece to Senwosret III, as the head is missing, which leaves open the possibility 
that it could date to Thutmose III.1392 However, he has likened the legs and knees of the statue 
to those of Khartoum 452 from Uronarti, which he has stated are a clear match to the late 
Middle Kingdom. An inscription on the statue confirms that it comes from the reign of 
Senwosret III and that it was originally displayed in a chapel located in the Semna fortress.1393 It 
depicts Senwosret III in the Sed-Festival garment; therefore, it likely dates to the proposed 
coregency period.  
Khartoum 448 is a kneeling statue and was discovered behind the Taharka temple.1394 
Polz did not include this figure and remained unclassified in the Connor’s catalogues. Kneeling 
royal statues are fairly common during the Middle Kingdom, they appear almost continually 
from the reign of Mentuhotep III on; there are two dating to Senwosret III and three to 
Amenemhet III.1395 NSM 448 represents a new version of the kneeling royal statue, it depicts the 
king kneeling on a pedestal with a rectangular backpillar; there is a circular socket between his 
                                                             
1390 For a detailed description of the architecture of the temple precinct and its decoration see: R.A. 
Caminos, Semna-Kumma, I (London: EEF, 1998). 
1391 PM VII, p. 147. 
1392 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 3 n. 3. 
1393 W.V. Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III in the Sudan National Museum,” in N. Favry, C. Ragazzoli, C. 
Somaglino, and P. Tallet (eds.), Du Sinaï au Soudan: Itinéraires d’une Égyptologue (Paris: Éditions de 
Boccard, 2017), pp. 75-85, pp. 75-77.  
1394 PM VII, p. 150. 
1395 M. Hill, “Appendix I: The History of the Royal Kneeling Pose with Special Attention to Egyptian Stone 
Statuary,” in M. Hill, Royal Bronze Statuary from Ancient Egypt, with Special Attention to the Kneeling Pose 
(Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2004), pp. 241-255; pp. 244-245.  
313 
 
knees measuring 9 cm. in diameter and 15 cm. tall. This socket is part of the original figure and 
was likely designed to show the king supporting a wooden post or pole.1396 W.V. Davies has 
related the pose to the 18th Dynasty reliefs at the temple that depict small figures of a king 
holding the corner poles of a portable kiosk containing the god’s shrine.1397 
Archaeologists uncovered the fragments of MFA 24.1764 during the 1924 Harvard 
University-Boston Museum of Fine Arts Expedition at Semna, in Room LVII of the Temple of 
Dedwen, one of the rooms east and south of the Taharqa Temple in the eastern area of the 
fort.1398 This statue appears in Polz’s general catalogue and in Connor’s Marked Visage Group 
(Diss.) and is included but unclassified in CRIEPL 2016. Davies has suggested that it may be the 
head of Khartoum NSM 448, the kneeling statue discussed above.1399 
It is unclear exactly how this series of statues may or may not have worked together; it 
is possible that they were installed to commemorate separate occasions. The dress of Khartoum 
447 suggests that at a minimum that example dated to the coregency period. In addition, the 
facial fragments of the Boston statue appear to be executed in the Later Style, further 
cementing the link between this series and the period of co-rule.  
The Serabit el-Khadim Series (pl. XII) 
Four statues come from the site of Serabit el-Khadim: Boston MFA 05.195a-c, London 
BM EA 692 and EA 41748, and Toronto ROM 906.16.11. BM EA 692 was not included in Polz or 
Connor; MFA 05.195a-c appears in Polz’s general catalogue and in Connor’s Marked Visage 
Group (Diss.) and is included but unclassified in CRIEPL 2016; BM EA 41748 is not included in 
                                                             
1396 Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III,” p. 78. 
1397 Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III,” p. 81. 
1398 Dunham and Janssen, Semna Kumma, p. 28. 
1399 Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III,” p. 78. 
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Polz or Connor’s dissertation, but he does include it, unclassified, in his CRIEPL 2016 version; 
Toronto ROM 906.16.11 does not appear in Polz, but is included in Connor’s Marked Visage 
Group (Diss.) and is unclassified in CRIEPL 2016. The style of these images is difficult to 
determine due to their quality; however, I have attributed them to the sole reign of Senwosret 
III, as mining expeditions would have been the prerogative of the sole-ruler or junior coregent. 
Senwosret III did not contribute to the development of the sanctuary of Hathor 
architecturally, he did however, deposit a series of royal statues and stelae.1400 He erected two 
stelae at the site in the approach to the temple that prove he conducted at least two 
expeditions, the dates of which are lost.1401 Exploitation of the turquoise mines became regular 
under Amenemhet III, with around 28 expeditions attested. Little by little, during the reign of 
Amenemhet III, the sanctuary of Hathor changes its aspect, not its conception.1402 The stelae 
become more and more integrated into the architecture of the temple and the cult furniture 
was enriched with altars, tables of offerings, and divine, royal, and private statues. 
Two of these statues, London BM EA 692 and Boston MFA 05.195a-c were found in the 
local temple of Hathor; Valbelle and Bonnet have suggested that they were most likely installed 
in the chapel of Amenemhet II, which was reconstructed in Amenemhet III Year 45.1403 
According to Petrie, most of the monuments from Serabit el-Khadim came from the temple’s 
sanctuary and portico; almost all were broken.1404 He discovered London BM EA692 in 1905 and 
                                                             
1400 D. Valbelle and C. Bonnet, Sanctuaire d’Hathor, maîtresse de la turquoise: Sérabit el-Khadim au Moyen 
Empire (Paris: Picard, 1996), p. 10. 
1401 Valbelle and Bonnet, Sanctuaire d’Hathor, p. 10.  
1402 Valbelle and Bonnet, Sanctuaire d’Hathor, p. 11. 
1403 Valbelle and Bonnet, Sanctuaire d’Hathor, p. 129. According to Petrie, most of the monuments came 
from the Sanctuary and the Portico and almost all of them were broken. W.M.F. Petrie and C.T. Currelly, 
Researches in Sinai (London: John Muray, 1906), p. 122. 
1404 Petrie and Currelly, Researches in Sinai, p. 122.  
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stated that the figure came from the lesser hanafiyeh, and he described it as a “block with a 
head to it, and curiously lumpy.”1405 The statue’s inscribed kilt is unique in the corpus and 
reveals that five officials dedicated the image: a chief chamberlain Merru, two inspectors, a 
scribe of the cattle, and an Aamu named Lua.1406 Valbelle and Bonnet have suggested that the 
images, particularly BM EA 692, may well attest to the activity of the king as a cult figure.1407 
As for Boston MFA 05.195, Connor suggested that it was carved on site out of the local 
sandstone in order to compliment an already existing statuary program.1408 Despite the accuracy 
of the facial features, he observed a series of quirks in the proportions of the body and nemes, 
which separate this from the quality of other royal statues of this period.1409 In addition, its 
iconographic features differ slightly from most other examples in almost every category. 
However, the care given to detail and rendering flesh denote a certain know-how from the 
sculptor, leading Connor to propose that the expedition team must have included a sculptor of 
average rank.1410 The installation of two additional statues on site London BM EA 41748 and 
Toronto ROM 906.16.111, supports Connor’s theory. For example, the Toronto statue is much 
more rudimentary than many of the examples in the corpus, leading Connor to remark that 
without archaeological context, one could see in this statue the work of a bad forger.1411  All four 
statues appear to be made of local sandstone and were most likely carved on site by a member 
of a mining expedition. 
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1408 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 344-345. 
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1411 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 344-345. 
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4.2.5 – Stylistic Groups 
I have designated the following formal groups based on the presence of key 
iconographic and stylistic elements that reach across the boundaries of geographic location. The 
two major groups in this section, the Brooklyn Group and the Quartzite Group, also have 
important chronological features that help to further clarify the differences between the Early 
and Later Styles. As was the case with the previous series, any discussion directly related to the 
positioning of these groups within the reign of Senwosret III, will appear in Chapter Six. 
The Brooklyn Group (pls. XIII-XIV) 
Borrowing Simon Connor’s terminology, the Brooklyn Group includes: Aswan 
1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, Brooklyn 52.1, Cairo CG 422, Detroit 31.68, 
Elephantine No. 103, Luzern K 411, Jaquet-Gordon A 474, London UC14635, and Vienna AS 6. All 
of the examples of this style are roughly the same size (c. 55 cm) and consist of a seated 
representation of the king wearing the shendjet kilt, bull’s tail, a bracelet on the right wrist, and 
Senwosret III’s signature amulet necklace. Each statue is dedicated to a different deity, who is 
associated with a particular sanctuary. The iconographic features of this group are very uniform, 
although there are some variants. A number of scholars including Müller, Spanel, Hirsch, and 
Connor have grouped these images together based on similarities in their style, material, size, 
execution, and pose.1412  
Connor determined that the statues in this group are less marked for age and therefore 
younger in appearance than many of the statues of what I have termed the Later Style.1413 
                                                             
1412 Müller, Ägyptische Kunstwerke, p. 62; Spanel, Through Ancient Eyes, p. 65; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 89, 108; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 333-336, 
339-340. 
1413 Connor has built upon B. Fay’s suggestion that the first four sculptures listed here formed a group 
(Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, p. 34 n. 160).  
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Further, based on the similarity of this group with the royal sculpture of Senwosret II, he dated 
them to the beginning of the king’s reign.1414 He has described the faces of this group as mature, 
with a look that is stern but appeased and has suggested that they preserve the core traits 
associated with Senwosret III but lack the extensive wrinkles and imperious expression found on 
most other examples. It is this group of statuary that forms the core component of the Early 
Style. 
Hirsch suggested that the series was produced in a single workshop then distributed to 
various locations throughout the country; however, subtle variations in the iconography of 
certain examples make this unlikely and, the discovery of North Karnak A 474, a statue 
dedicated to Sobek of Esna, further complicates the issue. Jaquet-Gordon also supports the 
single workshop theory and has proposed that these statues were made at Thebes, with the 
North Karnak example being left behind because it had been damaged.1415 This is supported by 
the presence of a statue of Amenemhet III also found at North Karnak and dedicated to a deity 
from another sanctuary (in this case, Hathor of Gebelein). In his dissertation, Connor proposed 
that it would have been more logical and economical for the images to be carved in 
Aswan/Elephantine, near the quarries, since one of the statues from this group was found in the 
sanctuary of Héqaib.1416 The small dimensions of the statues would have made transport 
relatively easy; however, a trip from Aswan to Thebes would have been complicated.  
Based on slight stylistic variances, Connor suggested that certain examples may have 
come from different workshops; this seems to be the most logical conclusion. He attributed 
Brooklyn 52.1, Cairo CG 422, and Luzern K 411 to a single source; Elephantine 102+Boulogne E 
                                                             
1414 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 333.  
1415 Jacquet-Gordon, Karnak-Nord VIII, pp. 46.  
1416 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 35 n. 1102.  
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33099 to a second source; London UC 14635 and Detroit 31.68 to a third source; and he found 
the Karnak North and Vienna examples more clumsy than the others – leading him to propose 
that either artists executed certain statues on location or that some were carved by a master 
and others by an apprentice.1417  
Connor and Fay have theorized that this group was created for a single occasion, such as 
the king’s coronation or Sed-Festival, and I agree.1418 If the group were designed for the king’s 
coronation then they would reflect the trend towards naturalism seen in the preceding reigns 
and would indicate that the statues with a more lined appearance might belong to a later phase 
in the reign.1419 Similarities between the torsos of the Brooklyn Group and that of the Vienna 
statue of Senwosret II (ÄS 5776), indicate that this is the most likely option. A date at the 
beginning of the king’s reign also pairs well with the attribution of the Quartzite Group (below) 
to late in the reign – creating a clear dichotomy between the Early and Later styles. It is also 
possible that the style reflected a coregency between Senwosret II and III, although there is very 
little evidence that attests to such a period. 
The Royal Women Group (pls. XV-XVI)  
This stylistic group includes at least six examples: Cairo JE 66569, London BM EA 1069, 
EA 1145, and EA 1146, and Medamoud Fragment Inv. Nos. 265 and 730; it is also possible that 
Cairo JE 45975 and 459761420 are a part of this group. All of these objects also appear in either 
the Medamoud Series or the Quartzite Group making it most likely that this style of base is a 
                                                             
1417 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 334-336. 
1418 Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, p. 34 n. 160; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 334. 
1419 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 339. 
1420 While the heads of these two statues were extensively reworked the presence of the two female 
figures is in line with the other preserved bases of Senwosret III in quartzite. The garments of the two 
figures and their inscriptions were re-carved under Ramses II; however, the presence of the figures 
appears to be original. 
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marker of the Later Style; it is possible that some of the disembodied heads from those groups 
may have originally been a part of these statues. The statues in this group all depict the king 
seated on a block throne with two small-scale representations of royal women flanking his legs. 
The thrones of these figures include two short inscriptions containing elements of the king’s 
titulary located above each of the female figures, and an inscription identifying these women 
and their relationship to the king.1421 The sides of the throne are decorated with the sema-tawy 
motif and its accompanying texts. 
During the 12th Dynasty, royal women are depicted for the first time as individuals, with 
their own political and religious roles;1422 though in this case they are portrayed at a significantly 
smaller scale than their male counterpart.  The women on these statues are called xnmt-nfr-HDt, 
which is used as both a name and a title. Brunton originally marked the expression as an 
exclusive title of princesses, then of queens from the mid 12th Dynasty to the early New 
Kingdom,1423 arguing against other scholars who had regarded it as a name.1424 Mertz further 
developed these findings, offering a more rigid definition of the title.1425 However, Perdu’s much 
more detailed survey of the material reveals that the term could serve as both a name and as a 
title.1426 His work shows that the use as a name spans from Amenemhet II to Senwosret III and 
                                                             
1421 For more on these two women see: O. Perdu, “Khenemet-Nefer-Hedjet: Une princess et deux reines 
du moyen empire,” RdE 29 (1977): 68-85, and Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 1-12. 
1422 Freed, R.E. and J.A. Josephson, “A Middle Kingdom Masterwork in Boston: MFA 2002.609,” in D.P. 
Silverman, W.K. Simpson, and J. Wegner (eds.), Archaism and Innovation: Towards Defining the Cultural 
Expression of Egypt’s Middle Kingdom (New Haven; Philadelphia: Yale University, University of 
Pennsylvania Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology, 2009), pp. 1-15.  
1423 G. Brunton, “The Title “Khnumt Nefer-Hezt,”” ASAE 49 (1949): 99-110, p. 106; G. Brunton, Lahun I 
(London: BSAE, 1920), pp. 20-21, pl. 15; Petrie-Brunton-Murray, Lahun II (London: BSAE, 1923), p. 16. 
1424 A. Wiedemann, Agyptische Geschichte I (Gotha: F.A. Perthes, 1884), pp. 229-230; A. Eisenlohr, “An 
Egyptian Historical Monument,” PSBA 3 (1880-1881): 97-102, p. 99; E. Drioton, “Notes diverses,” ASAE 45 
(1947): 53-92, p. 56. 
1425 B. Mertz, Certain Titles of the Egyptian Queens and their Bearing on the Hereditary Right to the Throne 
(Diss: Univeristy of Chicago, 1927), pp. 72-82. 
1426 Perdu, “Khenemet-Nefer-Hedjet,” pp. 68–85. 
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appears on an array of object types including, papyri, cylinders, and royal statuary. He has 
identified the following individuals based on the data available: Princess Kenmet-Nefer-Hedjet, 
who is associated with Amenemhet I; Queen Kenmet-Nefer-Hedjet wrt, the princess of 
Amenemhet II, principle wife of Senwosret II, and mother of Senwosret III; and Queen Khenmet-
nefer-hedjet Xrd the principle wife of Senwosret III.1427  In addition, the princesses Khnoumet 
and Ita-ouret use the term as a title.1428 The inscriptions on London BM EA 1145, 1146, and Cairo 
JE 66569 indicate that the woman on the left was the king’s mother, while the woman to his 
right was his wife of the same name; the fragments from Medamoud just preserve elements of 
the figures themselves. 
The examples of this type are mixed, with three statues in granodiorite that come from 
Medamoud (Cairo JE 66569 and Medamoud Nos. 265 and 730) and three in quartzite from Tell 
el-Moqdam (London BM EA 1145, EA 1146) and Tell Nabasha (London BM EA 1069); the final 
two possible examples (Cairo JE 45975 and 45976) come from Heliopolis. Only the face of Cairo 
JE 66569 is preserved, and it renders the king in the Later Style; it is likely that the quartzite 
figures also had the same facial style.1429 While the general pose and attitude of these images is 
the same, the style of the female figures and the layout of their associated inscriptions are 
varied.  
Cairo JE 66569 preserves the lower body of the right-hand figure and all but the head of 
the left. The women appear to be dressed in a tight sheath with a straight tripartite wig; 
unfortunately, their associated inscriptions are very damaged. London BM EA 1069 preserves 
                                                             
1427 Perdu, “Khenemet-Nefer-Hedjet,” pp. 80-85.  
1428 In such cases the title appears after that of ‘great wife of the king,’ and is used to reinforce the 
individual’s degree of kinship with the king. Perdu, “Khenemet-Nefer-Hedjet,” pp. 84-85. 
1429 For more on the Quartzite Group, its dating, and its style see below. 
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the left female and both inscriptions; the figure wears a straight tripartite wig and a set of 
bracelets and the texts appear on the base, boxing in her feet. On London BM EA 1146 the left 
female remains and is wearing a wig with Hathoric curls. Further, the inscriptions on both 1145 
and 1146 appear in a straight line and none of the women are wearing bracelets. Unfortunately, 
there are no quality published images of the Medamoud fragments and the statue was not 
accessible. These differences seem to indicate that the statues were not all carved in the same 
workshop, although the mere presence of the female figures ties this group together. 
The Quartzite Group (pls. XVII-XVIII) 
The quartzite statuary of Senwosret III includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2, the Alexandria 
Sphinx, British Museum EA 1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, and EA 1849, Copenhagen AAb 212, the 
Galerie Pheonix Torso, Hildesheim No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, Louvre E 25370, 
New York MMA 26.7.1394, and London UC13249. This group consists of two headless sphinxes, 
seven headless over-life-size seated statues, one upper part of an over-life-size statue, five 
human heads, and two sphinx heads; all of the preserved heads are in the Later Style. Many 
scholars have looked for comparison amongst the members of this group, including Delange, 
Dunham, Lange, Connor, Oppenheim, and Wegner.1430 The uniformity of several key 
iconographic features including the nemes form (even on the sphinx head), uraeus style, and the 
form of the bull’s tail suggest that this group was likely carved in a single workshop.  
There are two exceptions to the general uniformity of the quartzite statuary: London 
UC13249 and the Geneva Torso. London UC13249 is the only under-life-size quartzite fragment 
                                                             
1430 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 342, 342 n. 111 (pl. 184-185); Delange, Catalogue des 
statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 45; Dunham, “An Egyptian Portrait Head,” p. 61; Lange, 
Sesostris, p. 49; Oppenheim, Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 22-25, p. 79; Wegner, The Mortuary Temple 
of Senwosret III, p. 197.  
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dated to Senwosret III and while it does share some features with the other examples, such as 
its eye shape and emphasized age markings, it is very clumsy in comparison to the over-life-size 
specimens. In addition, the nemes style does not fit with the rest of the group as it is inscribed, 
not raised. Geneva No. 4 is a more complicated case, as it is similar in size to the other 
examples. However, several iconographic features mark this object as an outlier and it is unclear 
exactly how the associated fragment preserving part of the name of Senwosret III fits with the 
larger fragment that preserves the figure’s face. While these two examples are made of 
quartzite, I have chosen not to include them in this stylistic group.  
Connor’s Quartzite Colossi sub-group1431 falls under the umbrella of his Marked Visage 
Style; however, I find his terminology somewhat misleading, as not all the members of his group 
are colossal or even over-life-size. He has described them as having more naturalistic features, 
similar to that of Cairo RT 18/4/22/4 from Deir el-Bahari, with bulging eyes, two pronounced 
wrinkles between the eyebrows, and a very sensitive and naturalistic rendering of the flesh, 
which he has related to the stone. Based on their dimensions he has suggested that the four 
heads Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim 412, Nelson 62.11, and MMA 07.26.1349 likely 
correspond to the three bases now in London. He has also proposed that Louvre E 25370 may be 
the head for the sphinx, BM EA 1849. Further, as a result of Abydos fragment SA.2090, Connor 
has proposed that Abydos QS1 and QS2 also had similar features.1432 
Based on an assumption that the quartzite used for these images came from the Gebel 
el-Ahmar quarries near Heliopolis, Lange, Farsen, Siedel, and Wildung originally proposed that 
                                                             
1431 Copenhagen AAb 212; Hildesheim 412; London BM EA 1069, 1145, 1146, and 1849; Louvre E 25370; 
Nelson 62.11; and New York MMA 7.26.1394. Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 342, 342 n. 111 
(pl. 184-185); Connor, Sésostris III Pharaon de Légende, p. 43. 
1432 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 342-343.  
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New York MMA 26.7.1349 was set up in the Memphite area.1433 The presence of excavated 
examples at Abydos, led Wegner to propose that the stone may have derived from 
Elephantine.1434 However, Klemm and Klemm have indicated that while Gebel el-Ahsmar was 
used as early as the Old Kingdom, those quarries at Gebel Tingar and Gebel Gulab only appear to 
have been worked in any significant way beginning in the New Kingdom, indicating the quartzite 
for this series most likely came from Gebel el-Ahmar.1435 Based on the iconographic similarity of 
all the examples of this group, human and sphinx, I would suggest that perhaps they were all 
carved in the same workshop and then dispersed to their final locations.  
The chief significance of this stylistic group is its date. Oppenheim dated all of the 
quartzite statuary to the second half of the reign of Senwosret III.1436 She has shown that 
although quartzite sculptures are known from the early and mid 12th Dynasty, there is an 
apparent increase in its usage from the middle of the reign of Senwosret III on.1437 For example, 
the burial chambers under Senwosret III’s pyramid at Dahshur are constructed of limestone and 
red granite, while those at South Abydos are limestone and quartzite.1438 Further, red quartzite 
was an important programmatic element in the overall design of the South Abydos complex, 
where it lined the king’s burial chamber and the interior rooms of the his subterranean tomb 
and was used for at least two seated royal sculptures (Abydos QS1 and QS2).  
                                                             
1433 Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 43-44; Lange, Sesostris, p. 49; Seidel and Wildung, “Rundplastik des 
Mittleren Reiches,” p. 237. 
1434 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, p. 197. The other examples include: Hildesheim 412, 
Nelson 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, and London UC13249. 
1435 Klemm and Klemm, Stones and Quarries, pp. 216-218. 
1436 Oppenheim, Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 22-25, p. 79. 
1437 Oppenheim, Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 22-25, p. 79. 
1438 Di. Arnold, The Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III, pp. 32-43; Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of 
Senwosret III, pp. 197-199. 
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As discussed previously, in Chapter Two, construction at the South Abydos complex of 
Senwosret III was likely initiated in his Year 19, taking place primarily during the coregency 
period. Wegner has proposed that the artists selected red quartzite because of its association 
with the setting sun, which he related to the solar reincarnation of the king.1439 Connor has 
added that the variety of colors of quartzite may have been used to symbolize different times of 
the day.1440 In addition, masses of quartzite come from the South Temple at Dahshur and 
quartzite sarcophagi were found in the tombs of the royal women there, both of which date to 
late in the king’s reign.1441 Based on their stylistic similarities, Oppenheim has also suggested 
that all the quartzite sculptures were carved in a single workshop.  
As a result of the chronological evidence for the use of this material during the reign of 
Senwosret III, this group must date to the period of coregency. The implications of this date, and 
its effect on the dating of the other stylistic groups presented here is discussed at length in 
Chapter Six, which is focused wholly on the statuary of the coregency period. 
4.3 – Comparison with 2-Dimensional Representations of Senwosret III 
I had initially hoped that a comparison between the two and three-dimensional 
representations of Senwosret III might help to further clarify the intentions of the administration 
in relation to the depiction of age and perhaps settle the debate as to whether the differences 
between the facial features of the youthful and older sub-groups was intentional or merely the 
side effect of artistic variation. However, the lack of preserved images of Senwosret III in relief 
has made this task nearly impossible. The only real sources of evidence include the two lintels 
                                                             
1439 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pp. 197-199.  
1440 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” pp. 12-13.  
1441 Di. Arnold, The Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III, pp. 15, 33-38, 61, 63, 77-82, 99, 105 
61, 63, 97-104; Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pp. 296, 383-385; Oppenheim, Ancient 
Egypt Transformed, Cat. 22-25, p. 79. For more on this construction sequence see Chapter Two. 
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from Medamoud (Cairo JE 56497a and Louvre E 13983), the stela from Deir el-Bahari (Cairo JE 
38655), the Altar of Hawere, and a small number of fragments from the king’s mortuary 
complexes at Dahshur and South Abydos.  
Regrettably, the Altar of Hawere is poorly preserved and the features of the king’s face 
are indistinguishable, similarly, the size of the figures on Cairo JE 38655 from Deir el-Bahari also 
precludes any detailed analysis. This leaves only the Dahshur and South Abydos reliefs and the 
Medamoud lintels, which do provide some information that is relevant to the discussion of the 
image of Senwosret III during the period of co-rule. The majority of the Dahshur fragments come 
from the king’s sole reign and, while they are extremely limited, they indicate a stylistic 
continuity. The images on the Medamoud lintels likely date to the period of coregency and the 
Louvre example clearly express the trend towards the depicting the king at varying ages.  
4.3.1 – The Dahshur Complex of Senwosret III (pl. XXVI) 
The Dahshur Complex of Senwosret III should be an important area for examining the 
relief style of both the sole-reign and coregency periods; unfortunately, the poor preservation of 
the site makes this almost impossible. Oppenheim has suggested that the 12th Dynasty was a 
transitional period for beliefs related to the afterlife of the king.1442 Early in the 12th Dynasty, 
mortuary complexes mimicked those of the 5th and 6th Dynasties, but radical changes occurred 
during the reign of Senwosret II, likely related to shifts in the understanding of the royal 
afterlife.1443 In addition, the valley temple of Senwosret II, the south temple of Senwosret III, the 
Abydos temple of Senwosret III, and the Hawara Temple of Amenemhet III all suggest a shift in 
                                                             
1442 Oppenheim, Aspects of the Pyramid Temple, pp. 636-637. 




focus away from structures directly connected to the pyramid.1444 Oppenheim, Tallet, and 
Wegner have linked this with religious changes that ultimately culminate in the New Kingdom 
funerary model. This shift is also visible in the move away from temples dedicated solely to the 
king, to those that incorporate the king’s cult and that of one or more deities – also similar to 
the New Kingdom style. Oppenheim defines the late 12th Dynasty as a period of 
experimentation, not just of linear development, during which mortuary complexes became 
highly evolutionary, with many variations in form and likely meaning. 
Two areas contain relief fragments dating to the sole-reign of Senwosret III, the Pyramid 
Temple and the North Chapel, while the fragments from the South Temple and Causeway date 
to the period of co-rule. The 1993-1994 season of the Egyptian Expedition of the Metropolitan 
Museum of Art, uncovered over 5,000 fragments of relief primarily from the complex’s Pyramid 
Temple and South Temple; unfortunately, no blocks were found in situ, making reconstruction 
very difficult.1445 Oppenheim first identified three main groups of material from the area: 
exterior inscriptions, processions of deities, and mortuary offering scenes; all executed in high 
raised relief.1446 According to Oppenheim, the fragments display a more naturalistic treatment 
of organic forms and the serious and dignified facial expressions of the goddesses in procession 
are a less severe version of those seen in late 12th Dynasty royal sculpture.1447  The line of the 
mouth slopes downward, the naso-labial fold is accentuated, and a slight surface ridge indicates 
the eyebrow.  
                                                             
1444 Oppenheim, Aspects of the Pyramid Temple, p. 639. 
1445 Arnold, Di. and A. Oppenheim, “Reexcavating the Senwosret III Pyramid Complex at Dahshur A Report 
on the Architecture and Reliefs,” KMT 6 (1995): 44-56. 
1446 Arnold and Oppenheim, “Reexcavating,” pp. 51-53.  
1447 Arnold and Oppenheim, “Reexcavating,” p. 53. 
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Oppenheim’s 2008 IFA dissertation focused specifically on the relief fragments from the 
Pyramid Temple.1448 Much of her research centered on reconstructing the decorative program 
of the temple and assessing how it fit into the changing ideas about the royal afterlife in the late 
Middle Kingdom. The temple is not well preserved; however, Oppenheim was able to assign 
scenes to the square antechamber, the falsedoor wall, or other uncertain locations within the 
structure.1449 While the organization and layout of the temple is important, this study is 
concerned primarily with the image of the king and unfortunately, the evidence from the 
Pyramid Temple is extremely limited and a discussion of style was not a part of Oppenheim’s 
study.  
A total of five of the published fragments clearly represent the king and all come from 
uncertain locations, they include depictions of: the upper eye and ear likely from an image of 
the king in the nemes headdress; a facial fragment depicting the lower eye, nose, cheek, and ear 
of a figure of the king in the white crown; the feet of the king seated on a throne; the waist, 
arms and wrist of an enthroned king; and the belt and belly of the king.1450 The two very 
incomplete facial fragments suggest that the king’s image had very well modeled surfaces, bags 
under the eyes, and accentuated cheekbones – much the same as his three-dimensional images. 
Additional relief work from the sole-reign of Senwosret III comes from the North Chapel 
at Dahshur.1451 A North Chapel was a common feature from the reign of Djedkare on,  attached 
                                                             
1448 A. Oppenheim, Aspects of the Pyramid Temple of Senwosret III at Dahshur: The Pharaoh and Deities 
(Diss: IFA, Sept. 2008); she also discussed the temple further in: Arnold, The Pyramid Complex of 
Senwosret III, pp. 133-142. 
1449 A full description of Oppenheim’s proposed reconstruction and decorative program appears in her 
2008 IFA dissertation. 
1450 Oppenheim, Aspects of the Pyramid Temple, pls. 419-423. 
1451 A. Oppenheim, “The North and South Walls of Senwosret III’s North Chapel at Dahshur,” in L. Evens 
(ed.), Ancient Memphis, ‘Enduring Is the Perfection’: Proceedings of the International Conference held at 
Macquarie University, Sydney on August 14-15, 2008 (Leuven: Peeters, 2012), pp. 397-424. 
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directly to the pyramid’s north side; unfortunately, stone robbers destroyed many so little of 
their architecture or decorative program is known.1452 All that remains of Senwosret III’s North 
Chapel is a 7 x 8 m brick sub-foundation and several thousand relief fragments recovered from 
the area. The fragments indicate that the relief program was dominated by offering scenes 
similar to those from the offering chamber in the king’s Pyramid Temple and to those from 
earlier North Chapels.1453  
The scenes included depictions of the king enthroned before an offering table with the 
royal ka standing behind him, processions of fecundity figures, offering lists, rows of offering 
bearers, slaughtering scenes, and piles of food offerings; there also would have been a 
falsedoor. One key difference between this North Chapel and earlier examples is it’s ceiling; 
instead of the usual flat ceiling, this chapel had a vaulted ceiling covered with a blue sky and 
yellow stars.1454 Older Pyramid Temples commonly had vaulted ceilings, as did the Pyramid 
Temple of Senwosret III at Dahshur. Oppenheim has attributed the change to structural 
concerns and/or the symbolic properties of the vault.  
The tympana of the vault were decorated with figural scenes that included kneeling 
fecundity figures, followed by five vertical columns of text of gradually decreasing height.1455 
Few comparative examples of tympana have survived. Both the north and south tympana had 
the same decorative program, which was largely symmetrical, with the main differences being 
associated with geographic orientation. The scene was as follows: back-to-back standing figures 
of Horus and Seth on either side of the central line, each was facing an image of the enthroned 
                                                             
1452 Oppenheim, “The North and South Walls,” p. 397. 
1453 Oppenheim, “The North and South Walls,” p. 398. 
1454 Oppenheim, “The North and South Walls,” p. 400. 
1455 Oppenheim, “The North and South Walls,” pp. 401-404. 
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Senwosret III. Behind the king were protective inscriptions followed by standing depictions of 
Nekhbet or Wadjet, kneeling fecundity figures, and then an inscription relating the king’s 
dominance over foreign lands.  
There is a total of five fragments with partial images of Senwosret III. The largest block 
recovered depicts a standing, falcon-headed Horus before the enthroned Senwosret III; based 
on parallels from earlier North Chapels Oppenheim has placed the block in the south 
tympanum.1456 That is the only block or fragment that preserves the king’s full face. Another 
small fragment from the north tympanum preserves part of the lower half of his face. 
Oppenheim described the fragment as portraying the distinct naso-labial fold and a slightly 
drooping jaw, as the so-called aged appearance of the king on larger reliefs and in statuary.1457 
There are three additional fragments of the king from the north tympanum, one preserving just 
the top of his left ear and crown, one depicting his hand holding a flail, another of his torso and 
legs, and finally one of his torso and arms.1458 Oppenheim has contrasted the rather flat and 
plain images and figures from the south side with the finely detailed, well cut, and well modeled 
surfaces/figures of the north side; in addition, the north side paint also appears to have been of 
higher quality.1459 For her, any differences in the king’s image were based on the quality of the 
artists executing the designs.  
At some point, later on in the king’s reign, a significant religious shift occurred leading to 
the construction of the South Temple.1460 It is most likely that its construction did not occur until 
                                                             
1456 Oppenheim, “The North and South Walls,” p. 405, fig. 5. 
1457 Oppenheim, “The North and South Walls,” pp. 416, 417 fig. 9. 
1458 Oppenheim, Aspects of the Pyramid Temple, pls. 317, 319, 320, and 330. 
1459 Oppenheim, “The North and South Walls,” p. 410. 
1460 For a full account of the discover of the South Temple, its layout, and its significance see: Arnold, The 
Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III, pp. 97-105. 
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after the coronation of Amenemhet III, meaning that its decorative program is reflective of the 
period of co-rule.1461 The South Temple foundations indicate a large rectangular structure 
approximately 47 x 76m with a projection on the east end of the south side approximately 18 x 
17m. Archaeological remains suggest that the building had one or more columned courts or 
hypostyle halls and a shrine located on the west side of the structure. According to Oppenheim, 
the South Temple expanded upon the idea of a separate temple and included scenes that were 
normally omitted from the smaller Pyramid Temple, including the king smiting foreigners and 
the Sed-Festival.1462 Unfortunately, only a small number of relief fragments were preserved.  
The South Temple shares many traits with the New Kingdom style mortuary temples 
and presages what is likely the first mansion of millions of years, the temple of Amenemhet III at 
Hawara.1463 These types of temples served to unite the king’s cult with that of one or more 
deities, who were usually associated with the area in which the temple is located. In addition, 
the cult also related to kingship itself, as reflected in scenes often located near the king’s burial 
place and depicting cultic activities during the king’s lifetime.1464 Although there are no known 
inscriptions labeling it as such, the South Temple of Senwosret III is likely an early example of 
this style of temple.  
Unfortunately, analysis of the South Temple fragments has been on hold while work in 
and around the Pyramid Temple has continued and a detailed analysis of the fragments has yet 
to be published. In addition, Oppenheim has highlighted several difficulties in working with the 
                                                             
1461 For a thorough analysis of the timeline of this construction section and its relationship to the 
proposed coregency see: Chapter Two.  
1462 Oppenheim, Aspects of the Pyramid Temple, p. 641. 
1463 Oppenheim, Aspects of the Pyramid Temple, p. 645. 
1464 Oppenheim, Aspects of the Pyramid Temple, p. 646. 
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material, namely a lack of precedent or comparative resources for the building.1465 Fragments 
preserving the face of the king include: a life-size head and torso of the king in the white crown 
and a half-life-size depiction of the king in the white crown and Sed-Festival garment.1466 
Regrettably, the first image was not published and the face of second is hacked out.  
Additional relief fragments also come from the 2008 to 2010 seasons, which focused on 
the king’s Dahshur causeway.1467 The scenes are all carved in low relief, with a focus on interior 
detail, even for small forms; the workmanship is not uniform, as a large taskforce would have 
been required.1468 In general scenes appear to have been moderate in scale although there is 
evidence for some larger figures. Most of the scene types are common to causeways; however, 
others are unique or have been preserved here for the first time. Scene types include: 
processions of deities, nomes, and estates; the seasons of the year; the divine conception, birth, 
and adolescence of the pharaoh; locations outside Egypt possible in a battle context; so-called 
starving Bedouin; the transport of building materials to the pyramid complex; ships; and 
conflicts with foreigners.1469 
Oppenheim has focused much of her attention on the divine birth sequence depicted on 
the causeway, as it was previously thought that Hatshepsut first formulated this series of scenes 
during the 18th Dynasty. In this, earliest known version of the sequence, it is Re who is the 
divine father of Senwosret III. For Oppenheim, style is not a factor in this analysis due to the 
                                                             
1465 Oppenheim in Arnold, The Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III, p. 143. 
1466 Oppenheim in Arnold, The Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III, p. 143, pl. 163a. 
1467 A. Oppenheim, “The Early Life of Pharaoh: Divine Birth and Adolescence Scenes in the Causeway of 
Senwosret III at Dahshur,” in M. Barta, F. Coppens, and J. Krejci (eds.) Abusir and Saqqara in the Year 
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1468 Oppenheim, “The Early Life of Pharaoh,” p. 173. 
1469 Oppenheim, “The Early Life of Pharaoh,” p. 174. 
332 
 
variable quality of each artist’s work. Further, a lack of preserved images of the king himself 
hampers any conclusions that one might draw.  
While the number of preserved images of the king is too incomplete for a thorough 
analysis, the limited evidence from the king’s sole-reign preserved at Dahshur suggests that the 
rendering of his facial features in relief does appear to be in line with his three-dimensional 
representations. It is important to note that the Pyramid Temple and North Chapel were all part 
of Senwosret III’s original Dahshur complex, meaning that they were designed and constructed 
prior to the installation of Amenemhet III as co-regent; an act that most likely had a significant 
impact on royal self-representation. Unlike the temple at Medamoud, which likely dates to the 
coregency period, these areas reflected the sole-reign and therefore, a more uniform style of 
representation would be expected.  
In addition, a more systematic evaluation aimed especially at the image of Senwosret III 
in relief is needed, as Oppenheim’s main emphasis has been on scene content and 
reconstruction. Unfortunately, a lack of preserved material makes it almost impossible to 
determine how or if his relief style evolved over time or even what its basic rules and tenants 
were. For Oppenheim, the relief style of Senwosret III at Dahshur displays a focus on detail and a 
more naturalistic rendering of objects including humans, animals, and hieroglyphic signs and she 
views any differences in relief depictions as reflective of artistic skill or interpretation.  
4.3.2 – The Medamoud Lintels (pls. XXIV-XXV) 
Louvre E 13983 has been considered above in Sections 4.1.4 and 4.2.2. In my opinion, 
the images in the lintel depict the king in youth and in old age; it is possible this was related to 
the coregency.1470 Some scholars have suggested that the differences between the two faces 
                                                             
1470 The dating of this temple to the period of co-rule is discussed in detail in Chapter Six.  
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were accidental; however, I disagree. The hieroglyphs on both sides appear uniform in style, as 
do the bodies of the royal figures and the figures of the two gods, generally speaking. While 
subtle differences do exist, the only immediately obvious distinctions are present in the two 
faces of the king. The face of the youthful king is full; it has rounded cheeks, no real 
accentuation around the eye, and a uniformly full and straight mouth. The face of the older 
figure appears sunken, with bags under the eye highlighting the prominent cheekbones, strong 
naso-labial folds, and a sharply down-tuned mouth.  
Sadly, the full decorative program of the temple at Medamoud remains obscured. 
Nevertheless, the lintel appears to reflect the same characteristics as the Later Style of royal 
sculpture under Senwosret III. Like the images on the lintel, statues in the Later Style portrayed 
the king at a range of ages from youth to old age; the best example of a group in this style is the 
Medamoud Series.  If one takes the statuary and relief evidence together, as a cohesive 
decorative program, then the most likely interpretation for this lintel is that it purposefully 
depicted the king at two different ages. 
A second lintel from the site, Cairo JE 56497, also depicts two images of Senwosret 
III.1471 In this instance the king is shown celebrating his Sed-Festival and is pictured in two back-
to-back representations seated in the Sed-Festival pavilion wearing a short cloak and the crowns 
of Upper and Lower Egypt respectively. The content of the scene further underscores the link 
between the Later Style and the temple at Medamoud; however, the faces of the figures seem 
to be much more similar. It is possible that they are both rendered in the more youthful style as 
they are meant to portray the king as having been rejuvenated by means of his jubilee 
                                                             
1471 PM V, p. 145; Rapport sur les fouilles de Medamoud (1930), pls. VIII-IX and (1931), pls. I-II, pp. 45-54; 
1929, pp. 80-84, figs. 72-75, pls. IV, VI. 
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celebration. Unfortunately, a lack of additional data makes it difficult to correlate the visual 
goals of the two scenes.  
4.3.3 – The South Abydos Complex of Senwosret III 
The South Abydos complex of Senwosret III dates to the coregency period; however, as 
is the case with all of the temples discussed in this section, ancient stone robbing has destroyed 
virtually all of the relief decoration from the king’s Mortuary Temple. The 1994-2001 seasons of 
the Pennsylvania-Yale-Institute of Fine Arts Expedition to Egypt uncovered a series of very 
damaged and highly fragmentary elements of the temple’s relief program that indicate artists 
employed a very finely carved and detailed sunk relief on the exterior surfaces and a more 
summarily rendered, painted raised relief for the temple’s interior.1472 Motifs and scene types 
preserved from the temple’s interior include: a star ceiling, a kheker frieze, offering scenes, 
scenes of the king and deities embracing, and large-scale scenes involving deities including Osiris 
and Seshat.  
Images of the king include: a crowned royal head (SA.1931), the font of the king’s kilt 
(SA.8169), and the king wearing a wide false-beard and holding a scepter (SA.105).1473 
Regrettably, SA.1931 does not preserve any of the king’s face, SA.8169 preserves what may be a 
praying kilt, and SA.105 shows only the king’s neck. Further, a lack of preserved faces of any kind 
and the very poorly preserved nature of the fragments makes it impossible to relate the style of 
these images to the statuary in any way. The remains also make it clear that Amenemhet III 
played a significant role in the decorative program, both as a crowned king and as an officiant in 
                                                             
1472 These are discussed in detail in: Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pp. 151-186. 
1473 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pp. 155-156. 
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the offering cult of his deceased father.1474 A number of additional fragments suggest that that 
Osiris-Khentiamentiu was also important figure.  
The fragments from the temple’s exterior are in even worse shape, although it is clear 
that scenes included both vertical and horizontal text registers and figural scenes. There are no 
images of the king’s face; SA.9314 depicts part of hands offering nw-pots, while SA.665 and 796 
preserve fragments of a royal headdress and false beard.1475 Other possible scene types include 
references to the king’s Sed-Festival and food offering scenes.1476 
4.3.4 – Conclusions 
At this time, a detailed comparison of the image of Senwosret III in two and three-
dimensions is not possible. The limited number of preserved depictions of the king and of figural 
representations in general makes it hard to comment at all on how these two modes of self-
representation may have been related. Based purely on the Medamoud Lintel, it is possible to 
suggest that during the coregency period both relief and statuary portrayed the king at a range 
of ages, a choice that likely related to the conception of kingship at that time and the role of 
Senwosret III as senior coregent.  
4.4 – Conclusions  
Previous attempts to examine the statuary of Senwosret III have fallen short, as they 
have either focused on only a small number of examples or have relied too heavily on art 
historical analysis alone. The existing scholarship indicates that the image of Senwosret III was 
rooted firmly in the ideological concerns of the period and reflected the ideal king described 
verbally in the texts of the Late 12th Dynasty. This analysis of the corpus, including its style, 
                                                             
1474 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, p. 156. 
1475 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pp. 181-183. 
1476 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, p. 185. 
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iconography, provenance, and historical setting has revealed several new details about the 
three-dimensional image of Senwosret III. The preserved faces suggest a clear stylistic division 
between statues of the Early Style, characterized by the Brooklyn Group, and statues of the 
Later Style, characterized by several geographic series and the Quartzite Group.  
In a recent article, Laboury has once again revisited the statuary of Senwosret III and his 
analysis is particularly relevant here as it emphasizes the difficulties in evaluating this material 
and the strong division between those scholars who are and are not open to the concept of 
coregency.1477 The article also illustrates some of the problems inherent in taking a purely art 
historical view of this material. I agree with Laboury’s assessment of the available scholarship 
and the issues created by subjective analysis. However, his view of the possible depiction of age 
amongst the images of Senwosret III is problematic. According to Laboury, scholars who have 
argued in favor of an age division have relied on the assumption that physiognomic 
individualization implies realism and true portraiture.1478  While that is true for the early work on 
the statuary, more recent accounts do not suffer from such misconceptions. 
He defines a portrait as “a depiction, in any kind of medium, of a specific individual, or, 
in other words, an individualized representation of a recognizable person.”1479 He has stated 
further that, in the context of visual arts, this is usually in opposition to an ideal image; a notion 
he finds problematic. First, the concept of reality to an ancient Egyptian was no doubt different 
then our modern, western one. In addition, it is difficult to formally define the dividing line 
between the real and ideal. Ancient Egyptian culture is such that the seemingly traditional 
                                                             
1477 D. Laboury, “Senwosret III and the issue of portraiture in Ancient Egypt,” CRIPEL 31 (2016-2017): 71-
84.   
1478 Laboury, “Senwosret III and the issue of portraiture,” p. 73.  
1479 Laboury, “Senwosret III and the issue of portraiture,” p. 74. 
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dichotomy between realism and idealization does not apply. Laboury suggests that we should 
view these two terms as a vectorial combination or a tension, which generated different forms 
of self-thematization in art and in writing.1480 Therefore, physiognomic individualization cannot 
automatically be considered a clear sign of true portraiture (in the western sense) or of realism.  
Laboury, like a number of other scholars, has observed the inconsistency between the 
alleged “royal weariness” and what we know of the reign of Senwosret III.1481 He has also 
determined that Tefnin’s assertion that the face represented the aged king and the body the 
youthful king is equally improbable. He further references Polz, who he suggests has proven that 
the latest datable images of Amenemhet III, those from his Hawara complex, illustrate the least 
aged physiognomy – arguing against a biological evolution in the statuary. Based on these 
observations he has concluded that the realistic interpretation is unsustainable as well as the 
age characterization hypothesis and the historical/psychological reading of the king’s images.1482 
He has stated further that these types of analysis give the misleading impression of an aging 
pharaoh; however, that is not the case. 
Laboury sees the differences in the statue series, like the one from Deir el-Bahari, as 
variances in the reproduction of the king’s facial model; a phenomenon he has also observed in 
the triads of Menkaure.1483 In the case of the latter, he has noted that while all of the statues in 
each group share the same general physiognomy, each triad has its own unique style, indicating 
a single individual carved each. The evidence indicates a consistent, well-controlled facial model 
of the king that was sent out to sculptor’s workshops in order to be faithfully copied, aside from 
                                                             
1480 Laboury, “Senwosret III and the issue of portraiture,” p. 77. 
1481 Laboury, “Senwosret III and the issue of portraiture,” p. 77. 
1482 Laboury, “Senwosret III and the issue of portraiture,” p. 78. 
1483 Laboury, “Senwosret III and the issue of portraiture,” p. 78. 
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a few alterations based on skill and control. He then applies his assessment to, every sculpture 
series in ancient Egyptian art.1484 It is a certainty that artistic variation is present in all types of 
art; however, the Deir el-Bahari group and the triads of Menkaure do not offer a one-to-one 
comparison. There are a number of variations in the statuary of Senwosret III that clearly do not 
relate to differences in quality, differences that Laboury himself has also addressed.  
On one hand Laboury has stated that variations amongst the statue series related to 
“personal artistic inclinations, habits or expertise.”1485 He has also proposed that the usage of 
terms such as old and young force the interpretation of the material into a very narrow semantic 
register and is a projection based on the undemonstrated hypothesis of realism.1486  On the 
other, he has observed varying levels of what he has termed marked-ness, particularly in the 
Medamoud Series, a value he believes is useful in comparing the full corpus of images. He has 
noted further that the portraiture of Senwosret III is willingly marked in comparison to the more 
neutral visage of early 12th Dynasty kings, or any other king in the history of Egyptian art, with a 
clear focus on the eyes, ears, and mouth. But, this marked quality does not imply that the 
images should be considered realistic, but that the effects of realism are used to emphasize 
certain aspects of the king’s face and the qualities connected to them; I agree. 
While he has stated explicitly that it is incorrect to refer to the images as younger or 
older he draws a distinction between images that are marked or unmarked. He agrees with 
Tefnin, who has argued that the features were designed to convey the contemporary nature of 
kingship as reflected in the texts of the period that refer to specific qualities related to the 
                                                             
1484 Laboury, “Senwosret III and the issue of portraiture,” p. 78.  
1485 Laboury, “Senwosret III and the issue of portraiture,” p. 79.  
1486 Laboury, “Senwosret III and the issue of portraiture,” p. 79.  
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mouth, eyes, and ears.1487 He also agrees with Junge’s view that the transition to this more 












Fig. 60 – Menkaure Triads1489 discussed by Laboury juxtaposed with two distinctive 
images of Senwosret III from Medamoud (Louvre E 12960 and E 12961) 
 
Laboury concludes that based on a number of art historical factors and the 
circumstances of Egyptian statue making, that the images of Senwosret III should no longer be 
viewed as (hyper)realistic representations – I agree. He has found further that viewed within 
their historical context they are individualized and strongly marked, designed to relay a visual 
account of the nature of kingship consistent with the texts of the period and to promote the 
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Heqaib, pp. 117-139. 
1489 Laboury, “Senwosret III and the issue of portraiture,” p. 80, fig. 3. 
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official and ideal image of royal power.1490 In his earlier analysis, Laboury noted the use of 
memetic realism, realism that is used to prove a point, not necessarily to reflect reality. The use 
of strong vs. weak marking is merely another, more generalized way to term the contrast of 
youth and age present in the images of Senwosret III. The areas that are more marked in certain 
examples are the same areas that would appear more exaggerated as the body ages. The new 
analysis presented above is in agreement with Laboury’s commentary; it just uses a different 
terminology. The artisans of Senwosret III did not deploy age/demarcation as a means to depict 
the king’s biological age, they used it for a specific purpose, to convey the king’s full lifespan and 
in turn the various phases of his reign.  
Images in the Early Style depict a king that is generally more youthful. The faces of these 
figures are wider and more squat with fuller cheeks, giving them a rounded appearance. Their 
skin is smooth, and their mouths are uniformly full and straight. These statues share many of the 
core features of the general corpus of Senwosret III including: modeled eyebrows that follow 
the arc of the orbital, large high-set ears, bags under the eyes, and a very well modeled facial 
musculature; however, they appear more subdued. In addition, statues of the Early Style have a 
distinctive body type with a thicker torso and less accentuation of the musculature. The 
characteristic traits of this style are more in line with the statuary of Senwosret II, and therefore, 
it most likely dates to the start of the king’s reign. 
The Later Style is easily distinguished, but much more complicated. Images in the Later 
Style include: the Abydos Series, the Deir el-Bahari Series, the Karnak Series, the Medamoud 
Series, and the Quartzite Group. These statues display a range of ages from youth to old age 
based on their level of facial modeling, but their bodies always remain the same. This second 
                                                             
1490 Laboury, “Senwosret III and the issue of portraiture,” p. 81.  
341 
 
group is much larger and more diverse than the first and such a dramatic artistic turn must have 
related to a key event or series of events in the king’s reign. The most accentuated examples of 
this style portray the king with a long, gaunt face, weighed down through the use of 
exaggerated bags under the eyes, deep nasolabial folds, and a highly emphasized musculature 
around the mouth. Statues in the Later Style have a more slender muscular torso that is similar 
in style to the statuary of Amenemhet III, confirming their chronological position as later than 
the Early Style. 
The best series for evaluating the age divisions present in this material is that from 
Medamoud, which preserves youthful, intermediate, and aged examples. The characteristic 
features of the youthful sub-group include: an oval face, a uniformly full and straight mouth, 
large almond-shaped eyes, and a full, smooth face. The aged sub-group differs dramatically, the 
facial surface is more articulated, with highly emphasized bags under the eyes and very round, 
deeply set eyes, that can at times appear to be bulging. Diagonal furrows stretch down from the 
inner corners of the eyes and the nostrils, giving the face a very long and hollowed appearance 
and the musculature of the mouth is prominent. Further, the lips of this sub-group are 
distinctive; they are unusually thick in the center and terminate in two downturned points with 
the lower lip sticking out further than the upper. The chin and lower jaw of these figures is much 
more prominent, giving the face a different shape than those examples of the youthful sub-
group. While it is easy to categorize these two more extreme sub-groups, the other images in 
the Later Style are less distinctive and appear to fall at various intermediary points on the age 
spectrum. 
The chronological implications of these divisions as well as their relationship to the 
period of the coregency are presented in Chapter Six; however, it is important to note that while 
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the general divisions of the statuary into the Early and Later Styles may imply that the aging of 
the king’s image reflected his natural aging process, this was most certainly not the case. It is 
clear that these representations were designed based primarily on ideological concerns that 
related to the ever-shifting conception of Egyptian kingship. It is only possible to understand 
these stylistic and ideological shifts through an exploration of every possible motive for change. 
Previous formal studies of this material have neglected to account for the possibility of a 
coregency between Senwosret III and his son, a factor that would have had a very significant 






















CHAPTER FIVE: THE STATUARY OF AMENEMHET III 
 
5.1 – Overview of Previous Scholarship  
 Due to the general stability of his reign, Amenemhet III was able to devote himself to 
the creation of a strong visual/monumental program and the development of a corpus of 
statuary that was without precedent. Past scholarship has often treated the statuary of 
Amenemhet III along with that of his father, viewing his image as part of a stylistic/cultural shift 
that culminated in the reign of Senwosret III. More recently, Polz, Freed, and Connor have 
undertaken more in-depth studies of this material in order to highlight the distinctive features 
and character of the corpus of Amenemhet III. His representations exhibit a number of variants, 
leading to an array of interpretations based on chronological, geographic, and ideological 
factors. However, since none of the sculptures preserve a date, assessing these theories is 
complicated. The following overview will briefly examine the early scholarship specifically 
related to the works of Amenemhet III; then evaluate the analysis of Polz, Freed, and Connor 
with the goal of illuminating the strengths and weaknesses of each typology. 
5.1.1 – Early Scholarship and the ‘Hyksos Monuments’  
 In the early 1860’s A. Mariette excavated a series of monuments at the site of Tanis, 
which he dated to the Hyksos period.1491 This group initially consisted of the four maned-
sphinxes discovered at Tanis, but grew to include the two Nilotic dyads from the site and the 
statue of Amenemhet III as a priest from Mit Fares (pls. XXXIX-XLI).1492 Mariette first discussed 
                                                             
1491 A. Mariette, “Lettre de M. Aug. Mariette a M. le Vicomte de Rouge sur les Fouilles de Tanis,” Revue 
Archeologique, New Series 3 (1861): 97-111. 
1492 Maned-Sphinxes: Cairo CG 393, CG 394, CG 530, CG 1243; Nilotic Dyads: Cairo CG 392, CG 531, Rome 
8607; Priest Statue: Cairo CG 395.  
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his theories related to the origin of these monuments in a series of letters with V.E. de Rouge 
dating to 1861 and 1862.1493 In the first letter Mariette mistakenly associated the site of Tanis 
with Avaris, the capital of the Hyksos. This led him to propose that the Tanis sphinxes displayed 
a style distinct from the Egyptian tradition, as at that time there were no known comparative 
examples. Each of the sphinxes preserves an inscription on its right shoulders dating to Apophis, 
which cemented – in Mariette’s mind – their connection with that king. In the second letter, 
Mariette related the facial features of this group to Asiatic artistic traditions and suggested that 
a Hyksos king had originally set up the group in a temple at Avaris. 
 Most scholars, including Maspero, accepted Mariette’s dating until 1893, when W. 
Golenischeff offered a more critical interpretation of the material.1494 In “Amenahā III et les 
Sphinx de San,” Golenischeff became the first to attribute the so-called Hyksos Monuments to 
Amenemhet III.1495 Due to the lack of original inscriptions, Golenischeff relied on the distinctive 
facial features of the works for his identification, although he acknowledged the risks of such an 
assessment. He based his proposed date on a comparison with Hermitage 729 – an inscribed 
statue known to represent Amenemhet III – and another statue from his own collection (pls. 
XLIX, XLVII).1496 Although Golenischeff’s views became widely accepted, there were still scholars 
who doubted his identification. In 1912, Maspero suggested that the sphinxes had originated in 
Thebes and represented the Theban style, a style that he believed derived from Tanis under the 
influence of Asiatic populations living in the Delta.1497 He supported Golenischeff’s dating of the 
                                                             
1493 Mariette, “Lettre de M. Aug. Mariette,” and A. Mariette and V.E. de Rouge. “Duxieme Lettre de M.A. 
Mariette a M. le Vicomte de Rouge sur les Fouilles de Tanis,” Revue Archeologique, New Series 5 (1862): 
297-305. 
1494 G. Maspero, Guide du Visiteur au Musee de Boulaq (Boulaq: Au Musee, 1883).  
1495 W. Golenischeff, “Amenahā III et les Sphinx de San,” RecTrav 15 (1893): 131-136, pl. II-V. 
1496 This statue is now Moscow 4757. 
1497 G. Maspero, Histoire générale de l’art, Égypte. (Paris: Ars Una, 1912), pp. 123-124. 
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sphinxes; however, he ascribed the Nilotic dyads to Ramses II and Cairo CG 395 to the Hyksos 
(pl. XXX).  
 J. Capart revisited this discussion in 1914, in his thorough overview, Les Monuments dits 
Hycsos. 1498 Like Maspero, Capart equated the energy and general facial features of the sphinxes 
with the Tanis school.1499 However, he concluded that the monuments dated to the 4th Dynasty, 
which he viewed as an early period of artistic training.1500 He also noted some of the archaic 
details of the statuary, including the lions’ manes and the hairstyle of the Nilotic dyads, as 
evidence of an earlier date. Capart has suggested that the monuments predated the classic style 
of the Old Kingdom and represented an early, not yet perfected phase of development. 
 In, “L’art Tanite,” M.G. Daressy examined the group from yet another perspective.1501 
He used inscriptional and textual sources to prove that Tanis was not in fact Avaris, the capital of 
the Hyksos, and that there was no real evidence for the existence of the city until around the 
time of Ramses II. Daressy’s work revealed that no real Tanis school could have existed, as all of 
the art from the city originated elsewhere. His analysis helped to strengthen the position of 
Golenischeff and others who had attributed the statuary to the reign of Amenemhet III.  
 In light of new archaeological discoveries, R. Engelbach added several additional objects 
to this group in his 1928 article, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments.”1502 Based on the discovery 
of the two colossal heads from Saqqara, Engelbach also dated the group to the reign of 
Amenemhet III.1503 He has pointed out that these images were all composed of the same dark 
                                                             
1498 J. Capart, Les Monuments dits Hycsos (Bruxelles: Vromant and Co., 1914). 
1499 Capart, Les Monuments dits Hycsos, pp. 21-23. 
1500 Capart, Les Monuments dits Hycsos, pp. 45-46. 
1501 M.G. Daressy, “L’Art Tanite,” ASAE 17 (1917): 164-176. 
1502 R. Engelbach, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” ASAE 28 (1928): 13-28. 
1503The Bubastis heads are now in Cairo (Cairo CG 383) and the British Museum (London BM EA 1063). 
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granite that was popular during the 12th Dynasty, but rare in the Old Kingdom. In addition, the 
uraeus, nemes styles, and eyes are also distinct.1504 Based on these differences, Engelbach 
added the heads from Bubastis, Vienna, Copenhagen, and Brussels to the Tanis group – all of 
which he dated to the reign of Amenemhet III.1505  
P. Montet also attributed the Hyksos Monuments to Amenemhet III, but he still placed 
them in Maspero’s Tanis School.1506 Vandier, who still operated under the assumption that this 
group originated at Tanis, suggested that their use of realism sought to accentuate certain 
features; therefore, they represented either a distinct Delta School or a second branch of the 
Memphite School.1507 According to Vandier, the Delta School was based on material realism 
bordering on exaggeration, which he believed the maned-sphinxes exemplified.  
The scholarship related to this group of monuments spans nearly 100 years and helps to 
illustrate some of the major problems in evaluating the corpus of royal statuary dating the reign 
of Amenemhet III – namely an absence of original inscriptional evidence, a limited number of 
fully preserved examples, and a general lack of information about the primary provenance even 
for excavated statuary. Although early scholars have defined the Hyksos Monuments as a sub-
group, little work has been done to examine the typological features of the group or to analyze 
how it fit in within the body of material dating to the reign of Amenemhet III.  
Recently, M. Hill has revisited the statuary found at Tanis, including those examples 
dating to Amenemhet III, in an effort to examine the processes and role of the reuse of this 
                                                             
1504 Engelbach, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” pp. 19-22. 
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material; she has divided the remains into five groups.1508 While the prospects for statue 
creation at Avaris are unknown, the Hyksos kingdom extended into Memphis, giving their 
leaders a significant corpus of royal statuary for importation.1509 Statues from Group 1 were 
inscribed for Nehesi or Apophis and refer to Seth, whose sanctuary served as the main Egyptian-
style temple at Avaris.  The stylistic similarities between statues of Groups 1 and 2 suggest that 
the latter were also imported during the Hyksos period. Do. Arnold has proposed that the 
Hyksos seem to have had an affinity for sphinxes, favoring what she has termed the “darkly 
complex and forceful” images of Amenemhet III and the later 13th Dynasty.1510 Hill’s data 
suggests that Apophis was the main instigator for the installation of this statuary at Avaris. 
Unlike Nehsi, he added his name discreetly in most cases, indicating that he did not attempt to 
appropriate or usurp these works. Hill has proposed that he acted as a patron of knowledge and 
has suggested that his name be viewed like a colophon on a papyrus. The majority of the 
monuments from Groups 1 and 2 found their way to Piramesse, the capital city of the 
Ramesside kings. That city included the earlier temple of Seth at Avaris within its boundaries, so 
much of the statuary was re-inscribed again during this period.1511 Further, Ramses II and 
Merenptah, who clearly favored the more idealized works of the early 12th Dynasty, directly 
imported the images in Groups 3 and 4.  The final phase of reuse, represented by Group 5, 
                                                             
1508 M. Hill, “The Later Life of Middle Kingdom Monuments: Interrogating Tanis,” in A. Oppenheim et al. 
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occurred during the Third Intermediate Period at Tanis, where the statues were subsequently 
discovered.1512 
Evers viewed the late 12th Dynasty as a period of true artistic innovation linked to an 
intellectual awakening apparent in all aspects of late Middle Kingdom culture.1513 During the 
reign of Amenemhet III, he has distinguished a separation between art and craft resulting in the 
creation of the first true works of art. He has observed that the statues of Amenemhet III were 
stand-alone works, each created on their own terms and impossible to compare with one 
another.1514 He has suggested that during the reign of Amenemhet III, the royal image 
represented the individual, human face of the king while still maintaining the costume of the 
state.1515  Further, while an infinite variety of forms had characterized the statuary of Senwosret 
III, a new method of organization under Amenemhet III unified his works.1516  
At the beginning of the reign of Amenemhet III Evers detected an indestructible unity 
present in the statues’ faces that devolved over the course of the reign back to a collection of 
individual details.1517 He has proposed that for the first time artists designed statues for the eye 
of the viewer instead of being dictated by the shape of the stone itself.1518 During this period 
artists arranged the different elements of each statue to draw the viewer’s gaze, for example, 
colossal statues were constructed so that the viewer could fully understand the king’s image 
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from a particular distance and angle.1519 He has also noted the presence of this new focus on the 
visual in the architecture of Amenemhet III.1520 
Evers has divided the known statuary of the period into three chronological groups that 
he believed reflected the development and devolution of artistic style/quality during the reign 
of Amenemhet III. He has proposed that early on in the reign the statuary was similar to that of 
Senwosret III, but with a more peaceful sense, as if he wanted to preserve the older artistic 
style.1521 The statues of Evers’ Early Phase include: Cairo JE 43104 from Kom el-Hisn and Cairo 
CG 385 from Hawara (pls. XXXVII, XXX). He has suggested that the power inherent in the group 
statue from Kom el-Hisn echoed the importance of architectural structure. He has related the 
overall composition of the group to the Delta statuary of Senwosret I and the position of the 
figures’ hands to contemporary developments in private statuary.1522 In this case, the princesses 
serve as independent variables rendered on a more human scale than those examples dating to 
Senwosret III.1523 The artist used discrepancies in scales of the standing and seated figures to 
draw the individual elements together and create an artificial unity; viewing the sculpture from 
different angles changes the intricacies of the group.1524 According to Evers, this compositional 
style resulted in a scenic development that was unheard of in Egypt. 
Cairo CG 385, the seated statue from Hawara, also dates to Evers’ Early Phase. He has 
observed that while this example still celebrated the human aspect of the king it was more 
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balanced, with a softer more rounded feel, and a simple beauty.1525 He has suggested that, like 
the Lisht statues of Senwosret I and II, Cairo CG 385 was designed as part of a series, making it 
impossible to understand the full impact of the statue outside of its original context. Evers has 
stated that this statue depicted the king with the traits of youth, representing a unity of youth, 
god, king, and country.  
The clearly constructed facial form of Copenhagen AEIN 924 defines Evers’ Middle Phase 
(pl. XLVIII).1526 While he saw sharp triangular forms in the heads of Senwosret III, this statue has 
rounded surfaces and no right angles. Evers has stated that this new framework was based on 
the image of Senwosret III, but had a more natural feel.1527 The face was distinctive, with large 
eyes, long temples, a straighter nose, and a wide split open mouth. Evers has proposed that this 
format was only used for life-size statues, with larger styles or heads wearing the nemes having 
a different structure. For nemes adorned heads, artists used the ears as a support causing the 
nemes to sit low on the forehead.1528 In general terms, the statuary of the Middle Phase 
exhibited a high level of artistic sophistication present in both the objects’ modeling and 
construction.  
Evers discusses the maned-sphinxes from Tanis as their own separate group and did not 
place them in a chronological category, although they seem to be more in line with the 
developments discussed in his Later Phase, which led directly into the 13th Dynasty (pl. 
XXXIX).1529 For Evers, during the 13th Dynasty features became meaninglessly exaggerated and 
                                                             
1525 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, pp. 93-94.  
1526 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 100. Other statues of Evers’ Middle Phase include the two colossal 
statues from Bubastis.  
1527 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 100. 
1528 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 101.  
1529 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 102.  
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flat and the final images lacked clarity, leading to a total emptiness in the statues. 1530 He has 
related the maned form of the sphinx more to the lion than to the true sphinx and he has 
highlighted the innate power captured in the bodies of the sphinxes, as if the animals were 
ready to spring into action.1531  
The sculptures from Evers’ Late Phase displayed a strange archaism and flatness, which 
he believed linked them with the Old Kingdom; this group includes many of the so-called Hyksos 
Monuments.1532 His first example is the priest statue (Cairo CG 395), whose archaic costume and 
hairstyle led him to associate it with the past (pl. XLI). The statues from this period also 
displayed a lack of symmetry, most clear to Evers in the Nilotic dyads from Tanis (Cairo CG 392, 
Cairo CG 531, and Rome 8607) (pls. XL-XLI).1533 He has referred to these dyads as the spiritual 
antithesis of the group from Kom el-Hisn, since the figures appear more like a single image that 
has been doubled than a true group. He has denoted the facial features as dark and empty, the 
individual details as coarse, and he found the exaggeration of the bodies more typical of the 
13th dynasty.1534 He has suggested that during this period the strong centralized hold over the 
artistic landscape began to crumble and works like those from the Delta and Fayum appear to 
have developed autonomously.1535 He has also placed the Karnak statues of Amenemhet III in 
this group, as he found them to be lacking in the same detail as the earlier works, exaggerated, 
uneven, and clumsy.1536  
                                                             
1530 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 102.  
1531 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 104. 
1532 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 110. This group includes: Cairo CG 392, CG 395, and CG 531, Rome 
8607, and the statues from the Karnak Series.    
1533 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 111.  
1534 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 111.  
1535 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 112.  
1536 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 112.  
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C. Aldred has also attempted to categorize the statuary of Amenemhet III.1537 Based on 
iconographic changes that he observed throughout the reign, Aldred proposed that two 
generations of sculptors were at work.1538 He has suggested that two main styles existed – the 
official style, represented by the works from Tanis, and the royal funerary style, represented by 
the works from Hawara. For Aldred, the statuary of the official style displays powerful modeling 
in the faces and wigs combined with summary representations of the body. Images in his 
funerary style are described as more peaceful, subtle, and idealized, as they were designed to 
convey the king as an immortal. The funerary images are all carved of limestone and Aldred has 
related them to the Memphite sculptural tradition. While Aldred’s work was an important first 
step, it was too limited in scope and left out many of the known examples dating to Amenemhet 
III.  
5.1.2 – Felicitas Polz’s Analysis and Typology 
Polz’s work provided the first detailed analysis of a broader range of the Amenemhet III 
corpus, as many examples had come to light since the work of Evers.1539 She attributed a total of 
64 statues to Amenemhet III, dividing them into three distinct styles: the Realistic Style, the 
Idealized Style, and the Stylized Style. She also proposed one sub-type, the Youthful Type, which 
is represented in two of her three main stylistic groups. Her Realistic Style contains 20 examples, 
which she separated into two main sub-groups and a third group of outliers.1540 Portraits in 
                                                             
1537 C. Aldred, “Plastik,” in J. Leclant. Ägypten I. Das Alte und das Mittlere Reich. Von der Vorgeschichte bis 
zum Ende der Hyksoszeit (Munich: 1979). 
1538 Aldred, “Plastik,” p. 216. 
1539 F. Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. Und Amenemhets III. Bemerkungen zur königlichen Rundplastik der 
spaten 12. Dynastie,” MDAIK 51 (1995): 227-254. 
1540 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. Und Amenemhets III.” p. 231, pl. 50a-d. Group 1: Berlin 17551; Cairo 
CG 42014, CG 42015, CG 42016, CG 42017, CG 42018, and JE 43596; Cleveland 1960.56; New York MMA 
45.2.6 (several examples of this group appear on pl. XXXIV). Group 2: Cairo CG 392, CG 393, CG 394, CG 
395, CG 530, CG 1243, and JE 87082; Rome Museo delle Terme (several examples of this group appear on 
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Group 1, the Naturalistic Group, have a U-shaped facial outline, a broad shallow skull, a strong 
muscular face with a visible bone structure, and well-modeled cheek, jaw, and mouth regions. In 
addition, downward pulling folds descend from the inner canthi, the nostrils, and the skin of the 
lower lip. The eyeballs are slightly elevated and open, with plastic superciliary ridges and a 
deeply cut triangular area under the eye with small bags. The cheekbones are the widest part of 
the face and the nose is long and straight, occasionally with a small hump. The chin is round, 
protruding, and accentuated by two small wrinkles running from the lower lip. In many 
representations of this style the lower jaw juts forward. Images in Polz’s Realistic Group 2, the 
Realistic-Expressive group, have more extensive modeling, indicative of sagging skin, and more 
deeply cut folds and grooves.  
 Polz’s Idealistic Style contains five examples.1541 These statues also have a U-shaped 
facial outline with detailed features, but have more subdued modeling. Their foreheads are taut 
with no fleshiness, wrinkles, or accentuation. The eyebrows are not as sharply defined and there 
is virtually no modeling. In this style, the eyes are flat and open with little coverage from the 
upper lid and the nose is small with a wide flat tip and minimally projecting nostrils. The 
cheekbones remain prominent, but are not emphasized, which creates a round smooth facial 
surface; the eyes, mouth, and chin remain clear-cut. All of the images in this group avoid sharp 
transitions between surfaces and any facial wrinkles are reduced to only the finest details.  
                                                             
pl. XLIV). Also worked in a ‘Realistic-Expressive’ style but not assigned to the two above groups are: Cairo 
RT 13/4/22/9, Copenhagen AEIN 924, the Nubar Collection head, and Louvre N464.  
1541 Cambridge E.2.1946; Louvre E 10938; Moscow 4757; New York MMA 29.100.150 (Polz, “Die Bildnisse 
Sesostris’ III. Und Amenemhets III.” p. 232, pl. 51a-b) (several examples of this group appear on pl. XLVII). 
She also places Baltimore WAG 22.351 with her Idealized Style; however, has suggested that its features 
are more complicated. 
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 The Stylized Style contains four definite examples and five possible additions.1542 The 
essential feature of this group is the visibility of the bone structure and muscle tissues. The 
cheekbones are far apart and the areas below the eyes and between the cheekbone and nose 
are very deeply worked. The jaw and mouth region protrude slightly, and the face appears 
broad and flat with unnaturally formed features. The eyes are narrow, almond-shaped, widely 
spaced and slightly oblique with long narrow inner canthi. The lips are broad and sharply 
defined and the corners of the mouth were formed by a narrow gap in the surrounding tissue, 
giving the impression of a smile. The images in this group have what Polz has termed a stylized 
effect, achieved using surface treatments and the schematization of individual facial features.  
 Her final sub-type, the Youthful Type, is not a major formal group, it appears within two 
of the other main styles. Polz identified five definite examples of this type – one Naturalistic, 
one Idealized, and three Realistic-Expressive.1543 Artists accentuated the spatial depth of the 
skull, the wide eye region, the softness of the modeled tissue, and the lack of wrinkle detail in 
order to achieve a youthful look. Section 5.2 will present more information on the dating and 
iconography of the youthful type, as its analysis is particularly important in examining the 
relationship between royal image and coregency during this period.  Polz does not look to 
coregency as a possible explanation/motive related to this image sub-type. 
                                                             
1542 Cairo CG 383; Hermitage 729; London BM EA 1063; New York MMA 12.183.6 (Polz, “Die Bildnisse 
Sesostris’ III. Und Amenemhets III.” pp. 232-233, pl. 52a-d) (an example of this group appears on pl. XLIX). 
Polz has identified the same form of the eye on a facial fragment from Hawara and a similar mouth and 
facial modeling on the two seated statues from Medinet Madi (Cairo JE 66332 and Milan RAN 
E0.9.40001). She has also noted that the two dyads from Hawara (Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 
1482) are similar. Polz has included these additions with reservations only, as they do not illustrate all the 
features of the style.  
1543 Basel Private Collection; Cairo CG 385; London UC 14363; Munich ÄS 6762; New York MMA 08.200.2 
(Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. Und Amenemhets III,” p. 233, pl. 51c-d). Polz also included Cairo JE 




 Polz also examined the regional and material-specific characteristics within the 
corpus.1544 Her analysis indicates that the known images of Amenemhet III preserve a pattern 
that is the opposite of Senwosret III, with more examples coming from Lower Egypt, especially 
the Delta and the Fayum. However, since her various styles appear throughout the country, it is 
unlikely that geography played any significant role. Instead, she has argued that the use of a 
given style related more to the statue type. She was not able to identify any material-specific 
traits for the statuary of Amenemhet III. 
 Based on her analysis of these 64 examples Polz created a typology of iconographic 
features that included the following categories: the nemes, crowns, uraeus body and shield 
decoration, beard, amulet, broad collar, bracelets, kilt, belts, animal tail, nine bows, hand 
position, seat/throne, sphinxes, and inscriptions. Her work is particularly important, as previous 
scholars and art historians had often lumped the statuary of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III 
together as a single development. Polz’s examination reveals a number of key points of 
difference between the statuary of Senwosret III and his son, which may be significant to the 
discussion of royal image and coregency. These features are discussed in more detail below, in 
Section 5.2.2, as several new examples have slightly altered some of Polz’s original findings.  
 In general, Polz viewed the iconography of Amenemhet III as much more limited than 
that of his father and does not recognize any regional or material specific distribution 
patterns.1545 The king is depicted in either an incised triple-stripe or plastic double-stripe nemes 
with a simple uraeus secured at the upper edge of the headband. He wears the cross-wave 
beard and no amulet, bracelets, or animal tail. In his seated statues, the king’s hands are flat on 
                                                             
1544 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. Und Amenemhets III,” pp. 234-237. 
1545 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. Und Amenemhets III,” pp. 249, 250. 
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his thighs and the nine bows are not depicted. In praying statues, he wears a short, sweeping kilt 
with a plastic double-stripe pattern. Important exceptions to this general pattern, which 
illustrated the iconography used under Senwosret III, occur only in statues of the Youthful Type 
and Berlin 1121.1546  
Establishing a chronological sequence is tricky due to the lack of preserved dates and 
provenance. Cairo CG 385, offers the best illustration of the difficulty in proposing a dating 
scheme. Connor dates the statue to Amenemhet III Year 15 based on the spelling used for the 
king’s name and the provenance of the statue.1547 This has led scholars to propose an anti-
biological evolution for the king’s image. However, as discussed in Chapter Two, Year 15 would 
still date to the period of coregency, or the first phase of the king’s reign. What is important to 
remember is that, regardless of the precise date of the statue, it is clear that the artist 
deliberately attempted to create a visual link between the youthful representations of 
Amenemhet III and the statuary of his father; Polz does not examine coregency as a possible 
explanation for this sub-type, or for any of the other features. 
D. Laboury supports Polz’s division of the statuary into four groups and her suggestion 
that the material did not develop chronologically. He has related the images to those of 
Thutmose III, which also display an anti-biological evolution.1548 He has linked the differences 
between the images of Amenemhet III and those of his father to the former’s less aggressive 
political strategy, which focused on the Fayum. Laboury has stated that the images of 
                                                             
1546 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. Und Amenemhets III,” p. 249. 
1547 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 369; S. Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep 
(Berlin AM 15700) and Some Considerations about Royal and Private Portrait under Amenemhet III,” in G. 
Miniaci and W. Grajetzki (eds.), The World of the Middle Kingdom, vol. I (London: Golden House 
Publications, 2015), pp. 57-80, p. 63.  
1548 D. Laboury, “Le portrait royal sous Séostris III et Amenemhat III: un défi pour les historiens de l'art 
égyptien,” Égypte, Afrique & Orient 30 (2003): 55-64, p. 58.  
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Amenemhet III represent a king in direct continuity with his father/predecessor, on a path of 
self-deification, which resulted in a statuary program that incorporated stylization, idealization, 
and an apparent rejuvenation.1549 
5.1.3 – Rita Freed’s Analysis and Typology 
Freed has focused on the originality and unique details of this corpus through a study of 
selective statues.1550 She has divided a total of 22 examples into two main groups – a Traditional 
Group and an Innovative Group. Freed’s divisions are much more subjective than those of Polz, 
as they are based primarily on her interpretation of individual details. Further, she does not 
offer a general set of features to aide in distinguishing new examples of a particular style. Her 
Traditional Group consists of ten examples, whose features were modeled on preexisting 
prototypes; this is the most straightforward group.1551 These objects depict the king at an array 
of ages and display affinities towards the sphinxes of the Old Kingdom, statuary from the reign 
of Senwosret II, and the Deir el-Bahari statuary of Senwosret III. 
Freed has marked Cairo CG 385 as traditional based on its representation of the king 
seated on a cubic throne depicting the sema-tawy and wearing the royal kilt and nemes – a style 
that dates back to the 4th Dynasty (pl. XXX). However, despite its traditional appearance, this 
statue and other seated statues dating the reign of Amenemhet III are the first to show the king 
with both hands flat against his thighs; until the reign of Senwosret III the king was always 
portrayed with his right hand in a fist. While this flattened position was new for the king, it is 
                                                             
1549 Laboury, “Le portrait royal,” p. 60. 
1550 R. Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” RdE 53 (2002): 103-135. Freed references 
a total of 22 statues depicting Amenemhet III, which she divides into two groups, the Traditional Group 
and the Innovative Group.  
1551 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 105-108. Examples in Freed’s Traditional style include: Berlin 1121; Boston 
MFA 88.747; Cairo CG 385, CG 42014, and CG 42015; Cleveland 1960.56; she has also included two 
additional sphinxes Aleppo 384 and Damascus 471 and possibly Ortiz No. 37. 
358 
 
attested in female statuary beginning in the reign of Senwosret II.1552 For males, both the private 
and royal sculpture dating to Senwosret III show the right hand in a fist; the only male statue 
prior to the reign of Amenemhet III to show both hands flat is that of the governor of 
Elephantine, Heqaib II (Elephantine 17).1553 This position becomes systematic from the reign of 
Amenemhet III to the end of the 13th Dynasty. 
Next are Boston MFA 88.747, Aleppo 384, and Damascus 471 a group of classical 
sphinxes, whose style Freed linked to the sphinxes of the Old Kingdom (pls. XLII-XLIII).1554 Freed 
has also classified the Karnak Series of Amenemhet III as traditional, as their style is clearly 
derived from the Deir el-Bahari group of his father.  She has suggested that in light of the 
coregency, it is possible that these two groups were commissioned at the same time, in the 
same workshop.1555 In addition, she has highlighted what she sees as a trend towards 
simplification in the statuary of Amenemhet III, evidenced in this case by the presence of shorter 
kilts with simpler pleating and differences in the facial iconography. She, like Polz, also tied 
Berlin 1121 to the statuary of Senwosret III (pl. XXXVI).1556 The final traditional example is North 
Karnak E.133, which depicts the king kneeling and offering two nw-pots (pl. LII). While this form 
first appears under Khafre, Freed suggests that this example is most similar to Cairo CG 42013, a 
statue of Senwosret III also found at Karnak.1557 
                                                             
1552 Examples include: Aleppo 1932, Elephantine 101, Cairo CG 382, and Louvre E 32564 (Connor, Images 
du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 361). See also: W. Wolf, Die Kunst Agyptens, Gestalt und Geschischte. 1957. p. 
238. 
1553 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 361. 
1554 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 106. See also: R.E. Freed, “Defending connoisseurship: a thrice re-inscribed 
sphinx of Dynasty XII,” in E. Ehrenberg (ed.), Leaving no stones unturned: essays on the Ancient Near East 
and Egypt in honor of Donald P. Hansen (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2002), pp. 77-88. 
1555 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 107.  
1556 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 107. 
1557 Freed, “Another Look III,” pp. 107-108; in addition, Ortiz No. 37 may have also depicted Amenemhet 
III in the same pose.  
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 Freed subdivided her Innovative Group into five categories, three of which deal with 
statuary depicting the king: Amenemhet III as Coregent, Amenemhet III as Omnipotent King, and 
Amenemhet III as Servant of the Gods.1558 The first group includes the two dyads from Hawara 
(Cairo JE 43289, Copenhagen AEIN 1482) and the dyad of sphinxes from Bubastis (Cairo JE 
87082), all of which she has suggested represented Amenemhet III as coregent (pls. XXXI, 
XXVIII).1559 She has equated the Hawara dyads, which depict one king in a khat headdress and 
the other in the white crown, with the altar of Hawere from Serabit el-Khadim, which shows 
Senwosret III wearing the khat headdress and Amenemhet III wearing the crown of Upper 
Egypt.1560 Further, she has proposed that by the reign of Amenemhet III, holding the ankh was 
no longer exclusive to the gods; therefore, the dyads could have depicted Senwosret III giving 
life to his junior coregent.1561  
 Connor, who does not believe that coregencies existed during the Middle Kingdom, has 
related the Hawara dyads to a similar dyad dating to the reign of Neferhotep I, which is 
discussed in detail below. This dyad, which was found reused in the foundation of the north 
obelisk of Hatshepsut at Karnak, depicts two representations of Neferhotep I in a similar pose 
and setting to the Hawara Dyads. Connor has suggested that the Amenemhet III examples 
depicted two figures of the king standing side by side, with one representation taking on the 
role of deity and the other demonstrating the human king manifesting his devotion.1562  
                                                             
1558 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 108-116. The final two groups are restricted to statues of deities. 
1559 The two royal dyads from Hawara, Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 1482, and the sphinx dyad 
from Bubastis, Cairo JE 87082. 
1560 This altar is discussed in more detail in Chapter Two as several authors have analyzed its relationship 
to the coregency of these two kings.  
1561 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 109. 
1562 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 360.  
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In relation to Cairo JE 87082, Freed supports Habachi’s conclusion that the dyad 
originally depicted the two kings as coregents.1563 In addition, Freed is the only scholar to have 
proposed that the Nilotic dyads from Tanis could also have come from the coregency period, 
although she includes them in her Amenemhet III as Servant of the Gods sub-group.1564 In the 
case of coregency, she suggests that the Egyptians would have depicted the senior king on the 
right, as that was the dominant position. The two representations are exact mirror images of 
one another, and although it is not found in any other royal dyad, mirror imagery was a common 
feature of many private stelae from Abydos dating to the reign of Amenemhet III.1565 The beards 
and wigs also relate to private statuary, this time of the archaic period. In addition, she has 
proposed that the Cairo CG 385 may also have dated to the period of coregency, because of its 
youthful features and similarities with the statuary of Senwosret III.1566 The possible link 
between the coregency of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III and the art of this period is the main 
focus of this study and as such is presented in more detail in Chapter Six.   
 Freed’s representations of Amenemhet III as Omnipotent King include: the Biahmu 
colossi, Cairo RT 13/4/22/9, the group statue from Hawara depicting Amenemhet III with 
goddesses holding fish, and Ortiz Collection No. 36 (pls. XXVII, XXXII, XLVIII, XXXIII).1567 The size of 
the Biahmu colossi is what makes them innovative, at the time of their construction they would 
                                                             
1563 L. Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered: Apropos of the Discovery of a Dyad of 
Sphinxes,” SAK 6 (1978): 79-92. For more on Habachi’s analysis see Section 4.2.1.  
1564 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 116. 
1565 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 116.  
1566 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 106 – these similarities, which will be discussed in detail, include: the 
pattern of the nemes, the placement of the uraeus, and the presence of the amulet necklace and animal 
tail. 
1567 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 111-114. 
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have been the largest statues outside of the Giza sphinx. The reign of Amenemhet III is the first 
time such a large quantity of colossi is known.1568  
Cairo RT 13/4/22/9 is the first depiction in three dimensions of a king wearing a crown 
similar to that of the god Amun.1569 A fragment depicting Amenemhet III wearing the same 
crown in relief survives from Hawara; that figure is also shown with the uraeus, demonstrating 
that it is in fact the king and not a god.1570 The statuary group from Hawara portraying the king 
and a series of goddesses is also a first, as there are currently no direct parallels.1571 Freed has 
likened the group visually to scenes from private tombs that show offering bearers and 
architecturally to private stelae from the reign of Senwosret III and later that consist of a raised 
rounded cornice with engaged figures. 
The representations of Amenemhet III as Servant of the Gods included: Cairo CG 392, CG 
531, and JE 20001, as well as Rome 8707 (pls. XL-XLI).1572 The representation of the king in 
costume of a priest (Cairo CG 395) is also innovative. It is the first time that the ideology of the 
king as servant of the gods is represented in the round – borrowing from representations of 
sem-priests, the king is shown in a leopard skin garment with a menat necklace and falcon 
headed standards.1573 The Nilotic dyads from Tanis were also a part of this final sub-group. Freed 
                                                             
1568 These included: the pair from Biahmu, the granite colossus of Hawara (Copenhagen AEIN 1420), the 
two granodiorite colossi from Bubastis (London BM 1063 + 1064 and Cairo CG 383 + 540), and possibly the 
quartzite colossus from Herakleopolis usurped by Rameses II (Cairo JE 45975). Connor, Images du pouvoir 
en Egypte, p. 361; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 60. 
1569 Philadelphia E6623 also depicts Amenemhet III in the same crown, however, the date of this piece has 
been debated; Freed has dated it to the 13th Dynasty (Freed, “Another Look,” p. 113), while Connor has 
dated it to Amenemhet III (Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 361; Connor, “The Statue of the 
Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 59).  
1570 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pl. 212; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 
59. 
1571 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 113. 
1572 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 114-116. 
1573 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 114-115.  
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also discusses what she has termed Images of the Divine and Images of Zoomorphic Deities from 
the reign of Amenemhet III, but those categories lie outside the scope of this study, so I have 
chosen not to review them here.  
While the classifications she has created seem rather subjective, Freed’s work has 
revealed a number of important and innovative aspects related to the statuary of Amenemhet 
III.  For example, the royal sculptors of this reign sought inspiration from the forms of the distant 
past, from their more immediate predecessors, and from the private sphere. She has also 
highlighted a focus on innovation visible in several new features and types that appear for the 
first time. Freed has proposed a long coregency between Senwosret III and Amenemhet III and 
has stated that the material indicates that Amenemhet III was a “dutiful son who followed in his 
father’s footsteps.”1574 Her analysis indicates that the king tended to favor life-size or larger 
works executed in hard dark stones. Further, it appears that while Amenemhet III retained the 
innovative elements of the works of his father and grandfather, he altered the “idealized 
concept of the perfect god-king” in order to present a “psychological statement of maturity, 
leadership, and omniscience.”1575 Freed has also echoed the difficulties expressed by other 
authors in identifying a chronological sequence for the statuary.  
5.2.4 – Simon Connor’s Analysis and Typology 
In his 2014 Dissertation, Connor attributed a total of 86 statues to Amenemhet III; 
however, his 2015 article on the statue of Nemtyhotep lists only 79.1576   He divides the statuary 
                                                             
1574 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 122. 
1575 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 122. 
1576 Connor does not include a series of indurate limestone statue fragments discovered at Hawara, as it 
remains unclear if they represented the king or deities; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 359-
371, pls. 203-221. In addition, he does not include Berlin 17950 in his corpus due to a series of anomalies 
which have led him to question the objects authenticity, these include: the abnormally shaped white 
crown, the very thin face and small dimensions of the statue, and the raised eyebrows; he has deemed it 
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into two main variants: an Expressive Style with a stern demeanor intended mainly for large-
scale representations in hard stones installed in open-air spaces, and a Humanized Style used for 
smaller statues often in precious or less durable materials.1577 Connor found that the private 
statuary from this reign generally followed the Humanized Style, leading him to suggest that the 
former may have been reserved only for the king and intended to express a specific message. He 
has proposed that every aspect of the statuary of Amenemhet III was intended to convey the 
king’s ideological and political message in a new way. 
From a stylistic point of view, Connor observed that the corpus continued the trends of 
Senwosret II and III, while moving towards a more complex psychological portrait that combined 
naturalism and expressive power1578 – echoing Freed’s analysis. He has suggested that since it 
would not have been possible for Amenemhet III to further intensify the treatment of the facial 
features, he had to look for new ways to express his own personal message of royal power, 
these methods included: the development of a series of new statue types, the incorporation of 
archaic motifs, the exploitation of size, the use of unusual materials, and the reinterpretation of 
ancient iconographic details. Another remarkable aspect of this corpus is the number of 
representations that depict the king in association with various deities, primarily from his 
temple at Hawara.1579 
                                                             
too problematic for inclusion in his catalogue. Evers, Seipel, and Wildung have attributed this piece to 
Amenemhet III (Evers, Staat aus Stein II, p. 711; Seipel, Gott, Mensch, Pharao, pp. 165-167; Wildung, 
Ägypten 2000, No. 52), but Vandier has also questioned the piece, due to the unusual treatment of the 
statue’s eyebrow (Vandier, Manuel III, p. 213). The differences between these two numbers, 86 vs. 79, is 
difficult to comment on, as Connor’s full dissertation has not been published.  
1577 Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 57.  
1578 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 358; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 
58.  
1579 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 593; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 
58; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 360. Examples include: crocodile (Boston MFA 121003, Cairo 
RT 1/10/14/2, Oxford 1912.605), bovine (Cairo RT 30/9/14/9, Philadelphia E 12337), falcon (Munich ÄS 
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Connor has described the treatment of the facial forms and flesh during this reign as 
distinctive.1580 Previously rulers sought formal perfection, but during the mid 12th Dynasty royal 
sculpture achieved a balance between pure forms and refined detail. According to Connor, 
Amenemhet III pushed this aesthetic exploration further, utilizing a subtler modeling of forms 
and an extreme polishing of stone surfaces that is especially prominent in the Biahmu and 
Hawara examples.1581 He defines the statuary of Amenemhat III as more human and closer to 
reality, with flesh that appeared more flexible and a strong facial structure; only the wide eyes 
and sharp canthi remain more geometric.  
Connor has identified the following characteristic features of the royal sculpture of 
Amenemhet III: a flattened and slightly humped nose, a large mouth with thin, sinuous lips, a 
protruding lower jaw and chin, strong brows and cheekbones, almond shaped eyes with 
elongated canthi, irregular modeling of the cheeks, two large furrows descending from the 
interior canthi and the nostrils, and large ears with distinctive, button-like lobes.1582 Despite the 
general similarity of the corpus, several variations led him to categorize the material. While in 
some cases these differences appear to relate to geography or material, in others varied 
physiognomies are preserved.1583 However, for Connor, the present state of the corpus does not 
suggest a stylistic evolution within the reign.1584  
                                                             
7077), serpent (Leiden F 1934/2.114), or mummiform (Cairo RT 1/10/14/1 and RT 30/9/14/9), and 
goddesses holding fish (Hawara 1911c). 
1580 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 362; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 
60. 
1581 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 362. 
1582 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 362-363, pl. 230, Connor, “The Statue of the Steward 
Nemtyhotep,” p. 60. 
1583 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 363. 




A more detailed examination of Connor’s work reveals that he has presented three 
different frameworks for grouping this material; one derived from Polz’s proposed categories 
and two following his own systems. His 2014 dissertation begins with a reanalysis of Polz and a 
partial reorganization of her categories. Next, he presents his own organizational scheme 
consisting of three distinct stylistic groups: the Karnak Series, the Monumental Style, and the 
Humanized Style. He then appears to have refined this system further in his 2015 article on the 
statue of Nemtyhotep, where he presents two formal divisions, an Expressive Style, which 
includes the Karnak Group and those statues formerly referred to as Monumental, and the 
Humanized Style.1585  
It is difficult to see exactly how Connor’s reorganization of Polz’s categories fits in with 
his own personal mode of analysis. In most cases he has accepts her criteria for the Realistic 
Style, but finds the distinctions between her remaining groups less convincing. He proposes that 
the granodiorite statues of Amenemhet III were distinctive, and has suggested that Expressive 
Style might be a more appropriate label for the group, as they are the closest to the images of 
Senwosret III and his use of expressivity.1586 Within this group, which ultimately becomes part of 
Connor’s Expressive Style, he initially defines two sub-series: the Karnak Series and the Colossal 
Series.1587  
Statues of Connor’s Karnak Series have an elongated face, forward lower jaw, and more 
pronounced pout (pls. XXXIV-XXXV).1588 The series is comprised of two main groups: three/four 
                                                             
1585 Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 57-80. 
1586 Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 60-61. 
1587 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 364-366. 




statues of 110 cm height1589 and three statues of 80 cm, all of which follow the same model.1590 
The musculature of the bodies is delineated, the chest and torso clearly stand out, and a ventral 
furrow marks the area between the breastbone and the navel, giving the king a young, firm 
body that is very slim, geometric, and somewhat naturalistic.1591 Connor has suggested that 
these statues were produced for a single project by sculptors with the same level of experience. 
As stated above, the pose and style of this series follows the Deir el-Bahari Series of Senwosret 
III; however, Connor warns that without a specific context for the Amenemhet III group, the 
possibilities for interpreting the relationship between these two series are limited, although he 
does acknowledge the similarity of the number, material, gesture, and physiognomy of both 
groups as well as their positioning on both sides of the river.1592 
Statues in Connor’s Monumental Style are larger in scale and they exhibit three key 
differences – the corners of the mouth are generally upturned, giving the impression of a smile, 
the face is more square, the lower jaw less prominent, and the chest is large with an 
emphasized musculature underlined with a double curve.1593 Connor found that the traits of this 
group were shared by all the colossal statues of Amenemhet III, not just those examples in 
granodiorite.1594  Ultimately, he places both the Colossal Series/Monumental Style and the 
                                                             
1589 Cairo CG 42014, Luxor J. 117 (Cairo CG = 42015) and Cairo JE 43596, which he suggests might be a 
fragment of the same state as Louvre AF 2578. 
1590 Berlin 17551, New York MMA 45.2.6, and Cleveland 1960.56 + Cairo CG 42019. In addition, Connor 
has identified Cairo CG 42016, CG 42018, CG 42020, and Berlin AM 10337 as continuing this tradition in 
the following reigns. 
1591 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 364; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 
61. 
1592 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 635. 
1593 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pl. 230. Examples of this style include: the maned-sphinxes and 
Cairo CG 395.  
1594 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 366, pl. 213-214. He has also indicated that the use of 
limestone for the statues at Medinet Madi served to reduce the contrast between shadow and light, 
giving the faces a semblance of gentleness that would have been absent if the same traits occurred in 
granodiorite. Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 366. 
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Karnak Series under the umbrella of his Expressive Style. He also added a number of additional 
examples to this group including: the Bubastis colossi, the statues from Medinet Madi, the 
Hawara dyads, and Hermitage 729 (pls. XXVII, XXXVIII, XXXI, XLIX).1595 Connor has theorized that 
the increased visibility of the Expressive Style suggests that it reflected the public persona of the 
king.1596  
The three remaining statues in Polz’s Realistic Group are all made of Greywacke.1597 
Connor has proposed that their treatment of volume and area as well as their general facial 
expression indicate that they represented their own stylistic group; he also places Boston MFA 
20.1213 in his Greywacke Group (pl. XLVIII).1598 In all four examples, he has identified the same 
four edges used to mark the transitions between the different planes of the face and in all three 
preserved cases the eyelids are represented with a piped edge. The lips are sinuous with 
downturned corners and are more serene than the majority of the statues in granodiorite and 
the face is more triangular. Finally, all four are of extremely high quality in carving, polishing, 
and in the management of shadow and light, making the flesh appears supple and the 
proportions well balanced. Connor has marked the contrast between the appearance of the 
greywacke statues and those in granodiorite.1599 For him all four form a coherent group that is 
                                                             
1595 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 366; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 
62. 
1596 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 366; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 
62. 
1597 Cairo RT 13/4/22/9; Copenhagen AEIN 924; Paris N 464 
1598 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 365, pl. 211. 
1599 Connor has noted that it is difficult to compare greywacke to another granotid, as the surface is more 
glossy, the edges sharper, and the details more highly legible, making them better in dim or dark lighting. 
Granite and granodiorite have a thicker less homogenous grain and a sheen that makes it hard to read 
details, they are better in direct sunlight. Based on his personal observations, Connor concluded that 
these two types of stone must be worked differently. His research indicates that ganoitoids carve more 
easily with a very hard stone hammer, which shatters the surface into small crystals. Greywacke, 
meanwhile, is more easily worked using copper chisels, regularly reground, and stone hammers. Although 
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distinctive from the Karnak Series and the Colossal Series; he later appears to incorporate this 
group into his Humanized Style. 
Connor contrasts his Monumental Style with the statues of smaller dimensions, which 
have a thinner body type with more simplified modeling and a slender face with a calmer, 
almost sullen expression; he has aligned the latter with Polz’s Youth Type.1600  For Freed, none of 
the representations of Amenemhet III were youthful, she observed a return to the more 
traditional and eternal mode of representation.1601 Connor has suggested that the statues in his 
Humanized Style were focused not on the athletic hero king, but on the face of the king1602 - 
which would make this group more in line with the statuary of Senwosret III. He has placed the 
following statues into his Humanized Group: Berlin 11348, Boston MFA 1978.54, Cambridge 
E.2.1946, London UC 14363, Louvre E 10938, Munich ÄS 6762, Fay 2003, and New York MMA 
29.100.150.1603 All are of modest size and are cut in materials whose natural texture, color, and 
surfaces offer more softness.  
To summarize, Connor has distinguished two main formal groups – the Expressive Style 
and the Humanized Style, and three sub-series: The Karnak Series, the Monumental Style, and 
the Greywacke Group; these styles are the most obvious because they represent extreme 
tendencies. Other statues were likely created as single examples or more limited runs, to be 
added to the existing decoration of a temple or chapel or may have been carved by sculptors of 
                                                             
the two techniques differ greatly, it is possible that the same sculptor could excel in one or the other. 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 365 n. 1170. 
1600 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 366. 
1601 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 106. 
1602 Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 62. Connor has included the following in his 
Humanized Group: Berlin 11348, Boston MFA 1978.54, Cairo CG 385, Cambridge E.2.1946, Fay 2003, 
London UC 14363, Louvre E 10938, Munich ÄS 6762, and New York MMA 29.100.150. 
1603 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 367. 
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varying skill levels. He has noted further that these images tend to appear more distinctive, 
however, they seem to have followed the most traditional model.1604  
Connor does not define any region-specific styles, as examples of various types appear 
at the same site and in different parts of the country.1605 He has related any instances where 
styles match up to the materials, dimensions, and statue type. For example, the granodiorite 
and indurated limestone colossi appear to be the most expressive and often incorporate 
unusual attributes, while the smaller statues carved from softer materials appear more peaceful 
and tend to adhere to the more traditional poses.1606 Connor has proposed that since these two 
extreme styles may have been simultaneous, it is likely that they had a different functionality – 
although this is hard to demonstrate due to the lack of primary archaeological contexts.1607 For 
Connor, the most exaggerated representations did not portray the king as old, they showed him 
as powerful, threatening, and muscular, while the statues with the calmer more humanized 
faces were ageless, softer, and more thoughtful.1608 
There are a few problems with reconciling Connor’s methods of classification. First is the 
placement of his Karnak Series and Monumental Style in the same formal group. The Karnak 
statues are under life-size and their faces are distinctive – they do not exhibit the same 
characteristics as the colossal statuary. It seems that Connor has merely grouped these two 
series together because the majority of the examples in his Expressive Style are made of 
granodiorite. When comparing/contrasting the Expressive and Humanized groups, size and 
                                                             
1604 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 368. These outliers include: Cairo CG 487 and JE 42995, 
Cambridge E.GA.82.1949, Moscow 4757, New York MMA 24.7.1, Nubar Collection, Ortiz Nos. 36 and 37.  
1605 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 370.  
1606 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 370. 
1607 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 371. 
1608 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 369. 
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placement seem to be Connor’s biggest concerns; however, in those areas, the Karnak Series 
aligns much better with the images of the Humanized Group, which were smaller and therefore 
located in more intimate areas. Second, it is unclear if he intended the Greywacke Group to be a 
sub-series of the Humanized Style, or if it constitutes its own formal group.   
5.2.5 – Recent Analysis 
Tallet’s survey is focused on some 64 statues of Amenemhet III.1609 He has noted that 
the seated statues and the series from Karnak seem to mimic the images of Senwosret III from 
Medamoud and Deir el-Bahari; in each case the king is represented in the same posture, 
provided with the same attributes, and in some cases even that same material is used. As in the 
reign of his father, Tallet has also observed a difference in the portrayed ages of Amenemhet III, 
with the more juvenile images coming from sites that he has dated to the latter half of the king’s 
reign, leading him to conclude that the evolution of the royal portrait ran counter to the king’s 
biological aging.1610 He has related this to the pronounced influence of the statuary of Senwosret 
III, at the beginning of the reign and an increasing idealization of the portrait as the reign 
progressed.  
Tallet also detected a wider dissemination of the royal portrait with Amenemhet III, 
particularly in the Delta and Fayyum regions as well as the proliferation of a number of different 
portrait types that develop the religious aspects of the sovereign, such as the priest statue and 
the Nilotic dyads from Tanis. He has concluded that the program likely represented the 
fundamental aspects of the king’s reign, presenting him both as an intercessor between man 
and the world of the gods and as a divinity in his own right.1611 For example, in the context of the 
                                                             
1609 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 189. 
1610 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 189.  
1611 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 190. 
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agricultural development of the Fayum, the king superimposed his image on the cycle of nature 
and the natural phenomena of everyday life; his sphinxes evoked the cycle of the sun, while his 
other monuments - such as the colossi of Biahmu – represented the aquatic world, referencing 
the return of flooding and prosperity.1612 
Most recently Oppenheim has touched on the statuary of Amenemhet III as a part of the 
Metropolitan Museum of Art’s exhibition on the art of the Middle Kingdom, Ancient Egypt 
Transformed. She has also suggested that certain aspects of the style of Amenemhet III clearly 
derived from conventions established by his father, specifically the loose flesh and prominent 
bone structure, while the signs of age appear but are not as pronounced.1613 However, in 
contrast to Polz and Connor, she has cautioned against categorizing this material using 
subjective terminology such as “realistic,” “idealistic,” “monumental,” or “humanizing.”1614 
5.2.6 – Conclusions 
 The style of the royal statuary of Amenemhet III left a lasting mark on the rulers who 
followed. All of the pharaohs of the 13th Dynasty borrowed from him, to the point that it is often 
easy to confuse forerunner and successor.1615 While Freed’s breakdown of the images into 
conceptual types is interesting, only Polz and Connor have offered an evaluation of the entire 
corpus of material dated to the reign of Amenemhet III. The work of these scholars underscores 
the importance of taking into account both form and function in order to examine the statuary 
from all possible viewpoints. Further, the use of subjective terminology and the strong art 
historical bias necessitates a new examination of this group that also incorporates historical and 
                                                             
1612 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 190.  
1613 Oppenheim, Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 27, pp. 84-85.  
1614 Oppenheim, Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 27, pp. 84-85. 




archaeological data and takes into account the important cultural, political, and religious 
changes taking place during the Late 12th Dynasty. 
 With that goal in mind, a reexamination of this statuary in light of a possible 20-year 
coregency is critical as such a prolonged period of overlap would likely have had an important 
impact on artistic output during the reigns of these two kings. Connor does not accept the 
existence of coregencies during the Middle Kingdom; therefore, he has ruled it out on principle 
as a possible explanation for certain features. Polz too seems to have discounted co-rule, 
although she has highlighted several links between the statuary of Senwosret III and 
Amenemhet III, which may in fact betray a coregency style. As indicated above, Freed and 
Habachi are the only scholars who have dated certain examples to the period of co-rule; 
although, Do. Arnold has also looked to coregency to help explain the distinctive styles of these 
two kings.1616  A fresh look at the statuary of Amenemhet III is vital to developing a deeper 
understanding of the stylistic and functional changes Polz, Freed, and Connor have all 
emphasized. 
5.2 – A New Look at the Statuary of Amenemhet III 
5.2.1 – Overview of the Corpus 
I have assigned a total of 92 statues or statue fragments to the reign of Amenemhet III. 
Preserved statue types include: Seated (13/92), Standing (3/92), Praying (7/92), Kneeling (3/92), 
Groups (7/92), Dyads (6/92), Classic Sphinxes (9/92), Maned-Sphinxes (12/92), and 32 additional 
fragments whose exact form is not preserved. The images come in a range of sizes from 
miniature to colossal, with the following rates of distribution: for the human examples, there are 
40 under-life-size, 4 life-size, 12 over-life-size, 8 objects whose measurements are unknown, and 
                                                             























Fig. 61 - Preserved Statue Types
8 bases; for the sphinxes there are 13 under-life-size, 8 over-life-size, and one whose 










The statuary is comprised of a range of materials and has a similar breakdown to that of 
Senwosret III (fig. 62). There is a total of 371617 granodiorite examples, 211618 limestone, 61619 
greywacke, 51620 granite, 41621 quartzite, 31622 copper, 31623 serpentine, 21624 diorite, 21625 gabbro, 
                                                             
1617 Berlin 1121 and 17551; Boston MFA 88.747; Cairo CG 383+540, CG 392, CG 393, CG 394, CG 395, CG 
423, CG 487, CG 488, CG 530+1243[1], CG 531, CG 1243[2], CG 42015, CG 42019, JE 37468, JE 41472, JE 
43104, JE 43596, JE 87082, RT 8/2/21/4, RT 22/9/25/3, and SR 175; Cleveland 1960.56; Cloisters base; 
Deir el-Bahari statue; Dubroff Sphinx; Hermitage 729; Lisht statue; London BM EA 1063+1064; Luxor J.117; 
New York MMA 24.7.1; North Karnak E.133; Philadelphia E6623; Pushkin 4757; Rome 8607 
1618 Berlin 1195; Bonhams 2003; Boston MFA 1978.54; Cairo CG 385, CG 391, JE 66322, and RT 22/9/25/4; 
Cambridge E.2.1946; Chicago OIM 14048; Copenhagen AEIN 1417; Hawara Group and Hawara Naos; 
Karnak Base; Leiden F 1934/2.129 and F 1939/2.51; Louvre E 10938 and E 33167; Milan RAN E0.9.40001; 
Munich ÄS 7132 and ÄS 7268; New York MMA 29.100.150 
1619 Boston MFA 20.1213; Cairo RT 13/4/22/9; Copenhagen AEIN 924; Damascus No. 471 and 473; and 
Hermitage 18113 
1620 Cairo JE 43289; Copenhagen AEIN 1420 and AEIN 1482; Golovanov head 
1621 Biahmu Colossi (two statues); Cairo CG 388; Nubar head 
1622 Munich ÄS 6982; Ortiz Nos. 36 and 37 
1623 Berlin 11348; Fay 2003a (or steatite); Munich ÄS 7133 
1624 Aleppo No. 384; London UC 14363 



































Fig. 62 - Preserved Stone Types
21626 schist, 11627 basalt, 11628 gneiss, 11629 obsidian, 11630 ophalicalcite, 11631 white quartz, and 
21632 whose material remains unknown. It is important to note that there is not a single 
preserved example carved from Sandstone. For more information of the use of different stone 












The royal sculptors of Amenemhet III sought inspiration from the forms of the distant 
past, from their more immediate predecessors, and from the private sphere.1633 His images 
exhibit both a focus on innovation and a stylistic continuity with the works of his father and 
                                                             
1626 Louvre N.464+CG 769; Naples No. 387 
1627 Cairo JE 42995 
1628 Beirut DGA 27574 
1629 London BM EA 65506 
1630 Munich ÄS 6762 
1631 London BM EA 35361 
1632 Medinet Madi Triads 
1633 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 122. 
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grandfather. Key features of the corpus of statuary from the reign of Amenemhet III include: a 
focus on innovative new types, the incorporation of archaic motifs, the use of over-life-size and 
colossal forms, and, particularly in the case of Hawara, an emphasis on depicting himself in 











Fig. 63 – Face of Amenemhet III (Cambridge E.2.1946)1634 
 
A number of visual markers appear on many of his images; he often has a relatively 
wide, u-shaped face with the lower jaw slightly pushed forward, a long and flattened nose with 
a wide tip and a bump in the middle, and full, curved lips that sometimes have a groove in the 
center of the lower lip. He generally has almond-shaped eyes with two modeled lines 
descending from the inner canthi and the nostrils and, like his father, his representations often 
have a strong boney structure with prominent cheekbones and large ears. In addition, in most 
cases his completed statues are highly polished and very delicately rendered. The bodies largely 
                                                             
1634 Photograph by author, courtesy of the Fitwilliam Museum, Cambridge. 
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appear youthful/idealized and two different types occur, one that is more subtly rendered, 
similar to the Later Style of Senwosret III and another with a more emphasized musculature and 
nipped in waist, a style that continues into the 13th Dynasty.  
5.2.2 – The Iconography of Amenemhet III 
This section examines the iconography of the corpus, following a series of forms first 
established by Polz and detailed here in Section 4.2.3. Polz based her study of the iconography 
of Amenemhet III on a total of 64 objects: 3 complete statues,1635 16 almost complete,1636 35 
facial fragments,1637 and 10 bases or base fragments.1638 For reasons discussed in the 
accompanying catalogue, I have chosen to eliminate 7 of these examples1639 and have added 
another 41 not included in her original evaluation.1640 I addition, I have incorporated a number 
of new iconographic features in order to offer a more thorough accounting of the types and 
styles present in this corpus.  
                                                             
1635 Cairo CG 385, CG 42014, and JE 43289 
1636 Berlin 1121; Cleveland 1960.56; Cairo CG 391-394, CG 530, CG 1243, CG 42015, CG 42016 and JE 
66322; Copenhagen AEIN 1482; Louvre N 464; Milan RAN E0.9.40001; Munich ÄS 6982; St. Petersburg 729 
1637 Basal Private Collection; Baltimore WAG 22.351; Berlin 17551; Boston MFA 13.3968, 20.1213, and 
1978.54; Cambridge E2.1946; Cairo CG 383+540, CG 395, CG 487, CG 488, CG 42017-42019, JE 42995, JE 
43596, JE 87082, and RT 13/4/22/9; Copenhagen AEIN 924; London BM 1063+1064; London UC 14363; 
Louvre E 10938; Moscow 4757; Munich ÄS 4857 and ÄS 6762; Naples National Museum 387; New York 
MMA 08.200.2, 12.183.6, 24.7.1, 29.100.150, and 45.2.6; Nubar Head; Private collection (D. Wildung, 
Sesostris und Amenemhet, Munich, 1984, 210f. fig. 184); Rome Museum 207  
1638 Aleppo M6450; Damascus National Museum; Cairo CG 423, CG 531, CG 769, and JE 43104; Cairo 
Museum of the Cloisters of St. George; Louvre AF 2578; Fragments from Biahmu and Karnak (P. Barguet, J. 
Leclant, FIFAO 25 (1954): 32, 139, pl. 116) 
1639 Baltimore WAG 22.351; Boston MFA 13.3968; Cairo CG 42016-18; New York MMA 08.200.2 and 
12.183.6 
1640 Aleppo 384; Beirut DGA 27574; Berlin 1117, 1195, and 11348; Bonhams 2003; Boston MFA 88.747; 
Cairo CG 388, CG 540, CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, JE 41472, RT 8/2/31/3, RT 8/2/21/4, RT 22/9/25/3, 
and RT 22/9/24/4; Chicago OIM 14048; Copenhagen AEIN 1417 and AEIN 1420; Deir el-Bahari statue; 
Dubroff Sphinx; Fay 2003; Hawara group and Hawara naos; Karnak base; Leiden F 1934/2.129 and F 
1939/2.51; Lisht fragment; London BM EA 35361 and EA 65506; Louvre E 33167; the Medinet Madi triads; 
Muchich ÄS 7132, ÄS 7133, and ÄS 7268; NSG Inv. No. E-1; Philadelphia E6623; St. Petersburg 18113 
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This overview will proceed from the head down and is based on a total of 90 examples, 
68 human depictions and 22 sphinxes.1641 This includes 14 complete/nearly complete figures, 12 
upper bodies, 6 lower bodies, 9 bases, 20 heads/facial fragments, 22 sphinxes, and 7 additional 
miscellaneous fragments. Unless otherwise noted, the terminology and form types follow Polz; 
in cases where I have identified a new form I have simply added to her sequence.  
Headgear (figs. 64-68)  
A total of 48/68 human examples preserve all or part of the headgear of the statue and 
16/22 sphinxes. The types present on the human representations include: the nemes headdress 
(36/481642), the khat headdress (2/481643), the white crown (2/481644), the double crown 
(1/481645), a god’s crown (2/481646), two crowns of unknown form,1647 and three examples with 
special types of wigs.1648 For the sphinxes two forms occur, the nemes headdress (6/161649) and 
the lion’s mane (10/161650).  
For both Senwosret III and Amenemhet III the nemes is typically patterned and its 
lappets fluted and uniformly tight. Polz originally suggested that Forms A.1 and A.2, which are 
                                                             
1641 I have chosen to exclude Hermitage 18113, and Cairo RT 22/9/25/4 as there are no published images 
of these objects and they have proven impossible to access.  
1642 Beirut DGA 27574; Berlin 1121, 11348, and 17551; Boston MFA 20.1213 and 1978.54; Cairo CG 
383+540, CG 385, CG 487, CG 488, CG 42015, JE 43289 (left figure), JE 43596, and JE 66322; Cambridge 
E.2.1946; Chicago OIM 14048; Cleveland 1960.56; Copenhagen AEIN 1482 (left figure); Fay 2003a; Hawara 
Group; Hermitage No. 729; Leiden F1934/2.19; London BM EA 1063+1064; London UC 14363; Luxor J.117; 
Milan RAN E0.9.40001; Moscow 4757; Munich ÄS 6762; Louvre N 464+CG 769; New York MMA 
29.100.150 and 45.2.6; North Karnak E.133; NSG Inv. No. E-1; Nubar head; Ortiz No. 36 
1643 Cairo JE 43289 (right figure); Copnehagen AEIN 1482 (right figure) 
1644 Cairo JE 42995; Copenhagen AEIN 924 
1645 New York MMA 24.7.1 
1646 Cairo RT 13/4/22/9 
1647 Hawara Naos; Munich ÄS 6982 
1648 Cairo CG 392 and CG 395; Rome 8607 
1649Aleppo 384; Boston MFA 88.747; Damascus 471; Dubroff Sphinx; Louvre E 10938; Naples 387 
1650 Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 540+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 87082, and RT 8/2/21/4; London BM 
EA 65506; Munich ÄS 7132 and 7133 
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the most characteristic of former, were rare during the reign of latter. However, while it is true 
that the B Forms are very rare under Senwosret III, there seems to be more of a mix under 
Amenemhet III where the following nemes types appear: A.1 (2/361651), A.2 (13/361652), B.1 
(9/361653), B.2 (1/361654), and C (6/361655); there are another five examples whose form is not 
preserved (fig. 66).1656 The data indicates that, as in the reign of his father, Form A.2 was 
restricted to under-life-size examples; however, Form B.1 was used for a range of sizes. In 
addition, many of the statues that use Form C, a smooth nemes, also have un-patterned kilts, 
suggesting a possible workshop trait.1657 The two examples of Form A.1 will be discussed in 
greater detail in Chapter Six, as it is possible that they relate to the period of coregency. As for 
the sphinxes, 6/16 wear the nemes, with one example of Form A.2,1658 one of Form B.1,1659 and 
four whose form is not preserved.1660 The remaining 10/16 have a lion’s mane; this special form 




                                                             
1651 A.1: Berlin 1121; Cairo CG 385 
1652 A.2: Beirut DGA 27574; Berlin 11348; Cairo CG 487, CG 488, and RT 22/9/25/3; Cambridge E.2.1946; 
London UC 14363; Luxor J.117; Moscow 4757; Munich ÄS 6762; Louvre N 464+CG 769; Fay 2003a; 
Hermitage 729  
1653 B.1: Berlin 17551; Cairo CG 42015, JE 43596, and JE 66322; Cleveland 1960.56; Milan RAN E0.9.40001; 
New York MMA 29.100.150 and 45.2.6; NSG Inv. No. E-1 
1654 B.2: Chicago OIM 14048 
1655 C: Boston MFA 1978.54; Cairo CG 383+540 and JE 43289 (left figure); Copenhagen AEIN 1482 (left 
figure); Leiden F1934/2.19 (could be Khat); London BM EA 1063+1064 
1656 Form not clear: Boston MFA 20.1213; Hawara Group; North Karnak E.133; Nubar head; Ortiz No. 36 
1657 These include: Cairo CG 383+540 and JE 43289 (left figure); Copenhagen AEIN 1482 (left figure); 
London BM EA 1063+1064 
1658 A.2: Louvre E 10938 
1659 B.1: Naples 387 





















































Fig. 66 – Nemes Styles Present on the Statuary of Amenemhet III1661 
                                                             
1661 Drawings by author, previous types based on the forms delineated in Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. 
und Amenemhets III,” p. 238, fig. 1. 
            A.1                                               A.2                                                B.1 




Polz does not include the khat headdress, although it appears on two images from a 
series of Dyads found at Hawara. These dyads are discussed further below and in Chapter Six, as 
they likely date to the period of co-rule. It is important to note here that it is possible that the 
figure wearing the khat headdress is actually Senwosret III. As there are no differences between 







Fig. 67 – Crown Styles Present on the Statuary of Amenemhet III1662 
 
According to Polz, Amenemhet III used crown Forms D-F for the white crown, and Forms 
H-J for the double;1663 however, a reevaluation of the evidence reveals a slightly different 
picture (fig. 67). In general, the crowns of Amenemhet III differ from those of his father; they 
often appear without the headband and with the sideburns integrated into the crown. The 
preserved forms are as follows: for the white crown, Forms E (Cairo JE 42995) and D 
(Copenhagen AEIN 924) and for the double crown, Form H (New York MMA 24.7.1), the king 
also wears the crown of Amun, Form I (Cairo RT 13/4/22/9). There is a further example 
                                                             
1662 Drawings by author, previous types based on the forms delineated in Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. 
und Amenemhets III,” p. 239, fig. 2. 
1663 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. und Amenemhets III,” p. 239, fig. 2. 
      D                                 E                                                               H                                          I 
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(Philadelphia E6623) that likely depicts Form I and two statues whose crowns are missing (the 








Fig. 68 – Wig Styles Present on the Statuary of Amenemhet III 
 
Finally, there are three representations with special wig forms that appear to be 
innovations of the reign of Amenemhet III; these are fragments from the two Nilotic Dyads 
(Cairo CG 392 and Rome 8607) and the statue of Amenemhet III as a priest (Cairo CG 395) (fig. 
68). The figures from the dyads wear what I have termed wig Form A, which consists of several 
large twisted strands that are tied off at the end; they extend from the crown of the head down 
to about chest level and wrap around the head; the hair from the very center of the crown is 
secured at the back of the head in a large braid that terminates just below the rest of the hair. In 
the front, four rows of small curls are visible under the wig. There are no exact parallels for the 
wig or beard form of this statue; however, Freed has observed that they do share some aspects 
with the private sculpture of the Archaic Period.1664 For example she has noted the small curls 
                                                             




are similar to those on an Archaic Period head from Hierakonpolis,1665 which also has a similarly 
U-shaped beard. She has cited the female offering bearers of the early Middle Kingdom, such as 
the lead female figure in Boston MFA 21.326, as the best parallel for the braided lock. 
Cairo CG 395 portrays what I have termed wig Form B, a tripartite wig with a very strong 
central part and curled strands that start out very large at the top and then transition at eye 
level to a much narrower curl. The locks continue around the head and are roughly uniform in 
length, terminating just under the collarbone. This style, while unique in the royal sphere, has 
parallels in the private art of the Early Dynastic period.1666 A figure from Hierakonpolis (Cairo JE 
32159) wears a shorter version of the wig and has a similar beard type; he is depicted kneeling, 
possibly in supplication to the gods.1667 
Uraeus (figs. 69-73)  
A total of 38/68 human examples and 8/22 sphinxes preserve information regarding the 
uraeus. According to Polz, the statues of Amenemhet III usually depict uraeus body Form D;1668 
however, this does not seem to be the case.  The most common body type is Form C (20/381669), 
followed by Form D (4/381670), and 12 additional examples whose winding pattern is not 
                                                             
1665 The head is pictured in: B. Williams, “Narmer and the Coptos Colossi,” JARCE 25 (1988): 39-59, p. 46 
(he has dated the statue to the Predynastic, but Freed dates it to the Archaic Period). The head is located 
in the Ashmolean Museum.  
1666 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 115-116.  
1667 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 115. 
1668 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. und Amenemhets III,” pp, 239, 242, fig. 3. 
1669 C: Beirut DGA 27574; Berlin 1121 and 17551; Cairo CG 383+540, CG 385, CG 395, CG 487, CG 42015, JE 
66322, and RT 22/9/25/3; Cambridge E.2.1946; Cleveland 1960.56; London BM EA 1063+1064; London UC 
14363; Louvre N464+CG 769; Luxor J.117; Milan RAN E0.9.40001; Moscow 4757; Munich ÄS 6762; New 
York MMA 45.2.6 











Fig. 69 - Human Uraeus Body Forms
preserved.1671 Further, there are two statues that do not wear uraei.1672 There do not appear to 
be any clear patterns, as statues of all sizes appear in each category. All of the Karnak Series 
wear body Form C and the two examples with no uraeus wear the white crown. Further, the 
body and shield of the Karnak Series are distinctive and appear much more plastically rendered 
than the other examples. For the sphinxes, From C dominates (7/81673), with one additional 
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  Fig. 70 – Uraeus Body Styles on the  
Statuary of Amenemhet III1674 
 
 
                                                             
1671 Form not clear: Berlin 11348; Boston MFA 1978.54; Cairo JE 43289 and JE 43596; Chicago OIM 14048; 
Copenhagen AEIN 1482; Fay 2003a; Hermitage 729; Leiden F 1934/2.129; Nubar head; Ortiz No. 36; Rome 
8607  
1672 No uraeus: Cairo JE 42995; Copenhagen AEIN 924 
1673 Cairo CG 394, CG 540+1243[1], CG 1243[2], and JE 87082; Munich ÄS 7132; Naples 387; Louvre E 
10938 
1674 Drawings by author, previous types based on the forms delineated in Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. 




The uraeus shields are not well preserved, with 14/36 examples being damaged (fig. 
52).1675 The remaining forms include Forms C.2 (Cairo CG 385) and D (18/361676), as well as a new 
form, Form E (Ortiz No. 36), which is inlaid. There are another two examples (Cairo JE 66322 and 
London UC 14363) that have at least an inscribed backbone, but any further decoration is not 
preserved. This data suggests that unlike the reign of Senwosret III, undecorated uraei are the 
rule under Amenemhet III. Form D also appears to be the most popular with the sphinxes 













                                                             
1675 Form not clear: Beirut DGA 27574; Berlin 1121 and 11348; Boston MFA 1978.54; Cairo CG 395, JE 
43289, JE 43596, and RT 22.9.25.3; Cleveland 1960.56; Copenhagen AEIN 1842; Luxor J.117; Milan RAN 
E0.9.40001; New York MMA 45.2.6; Rome 8607 
1676 D: Berlin 17551; Cairo CG 383+540, CG 487, CG 20515, and RT 13/4/22/9; Cambridge E.2.1946; 
Chicago OIM 14048; Fay 2003; Hermitage 729; Leiden F 1934/2.129; London BM EA 1063+1064; Louvre 
N464+CG 769, Moscow 4757; Munich ÄS 6762; New York MMA 24.7.1; NSG No. E-1; Nubar head; 
Philadelphia E6623  
1677 Form D: Cairo JE 87082; Louvre E 10938 
1678 Form not clear: Cairo CG 394 and CG 530+1243; London BM EA 65506; Munich ÄS 7132; Naples 387 
1679 Drawings by author, previous types based on the forms delineated in Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. 
und Amenemhets III,” p. 241, fig. 3.  



































Polz concluded that Amenemhet III almost exclusively preferred attachment Form C, just 
below the top of the band; however, I did not find this to be the case. Form B is clearly the most 
popular (20/361680), followed by Forms A (6/361681), D (2/361682), and F (2/361683) (fig. 73). In 
addition, there are two examples that attach directly to a wig1684 and another four whose point 
of attachment is obscured.1685 For the sphinxes Form B dominates (7/81686) as well; there is a 
single example that is miniature and has no band (London BM EA 66506). 
 
 
                                                             
1680 B: Berlin 1121 and 17551; Cairo CG 383+540, CG 20515, JE 43596, JE 66322, RT 13/4/22/9, and RT 
22.9.25.3; Chicago OIM 14048; Cleveland 1960.56; Fay 2003; Hermitage 729; London BM EA 1063+1064; 
Louvre N464+CG 769; Luxor J.117; Milan RAN E0.9.40001; Moscow 4757; New York MMA 45.2.6; NSG No. 
E-1; Nubar head  
1681 A: Boston MFA 1978.54; Leiden F 1934/2.129; London UC 14363; New York MMA 24.7.1; Philadelphia 
E6623; Ortiz No. 36 
1682 D: Cairo CG 385 and CG 487 
1683 F: Beirut DGA 27574; Cambridge E.2.1946 
1684 Wig: Cairo CG 395; Rome 8607 
1685 Form not clear: Berlin 11348; Cairo JE 43289; Copenhagen AEIN 1482; Munich ÄS 6762 





Radtke has also examined the ears of Amenemhet III and the four fully preserved 
examples indicate that there was a difference between the Theban and Fayum regions.1687 Cairo 
CG 385 has large developed ears with deep and naturalistic interior modeling that give a very 
lifelike appearance, which Radtke has suggested indicates that the craftsman was interested in 
drawing attention to the actual size of the king’s ears.1688 The earlobe is developed and folded, 
creating a knob-like thickening that is characteristic of many of his representations, including: 
Cambridge E.2.1946, Hermitage 729, and Louvre N.464.  
The knob-like thickening where the lobe and helix join is characteristic of many of the 
images from the Fayum and the protrusion of the ears is similar to those known from the 
Theban workshop of Senwosret III, providing yet another stylistic link between the Hawara 
statuary of Amenemhet III and that of his father.1689 Radtke’s assessment of Cairo CG 385 is 
interesting, as the groups she has linked from Hawara, Deir el-Bahari, and the Theban 
workshops of Senwosret III all appear to date to the period of co-rule. She has also likened Cairo 
JE 66322 to CG 385 and to the Medamoud group of Senwosret III.1690 In addition, the details of 
the ear of Hermitage 792 suggest a provenance in the Fayum, as it shares the same irregular 
helix and lobulus of Cairo CG 385.1691 The lack of inscribed examples prevents further 
                                                             
1687 Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 85. For this study Radtke has examined statues preserving 
both auricles, with a particular focus on those identified by text, in order to make certain the traits of the 
owner and she has named the following as representative of the style of Amenemhet III: Cairo CG 385, CG 
42014, and JE 66322; St. Petersburg 729 
1688 Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 90. 
1689 Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 91. 
1690 Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 92. 
1691 Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 91. 
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commentary, but Radke has identified the same Fayum style in other attributed material such as 
Berlin 11348, Moscow 4757, and Louvre N.464.1692 
Radtke has stated that the Medinet Madi ears represent a stylistic eclecticism 
characterized by a simplified modeling of the concha. The Fayum workshop of Amenemhet III 
tended to produce large anatomically correct ears, although the example from Medinet Madi 
does appear more schematized, which Ratdke has suggested was due to relations with Upper 
Egyptian workshops; however, what is more likely, is that the statues from Medinet Madi dated 
to later in the reign than those from Hawara. This is also a possible explanation for the 
appearance of an entirely different lobe style on Cairo CG 383 and London BM 1063 from 
Bubastis.1693  
Cairo CG 42014, from the Karnak Series of Amenemhet III, exhibits yet another ear style 
similar to the Medamoud group of Senwosret III.1694 This style seems to have dominated the 
Theban works of Amenemhet III and those just after. Radtke’s work indicates that, gradually, the 
ears became more schematic and simplified over time.1695 This assessment is in line with my 
proposed dating of these groups of statuary, which is discussed in detail below and in Chapter 
Six.  
Beard (figs. 74-75) 
The overwhelming majority of human representations of Amenemhet III do not wear a 
beard (36/451696); however, a total of 9/45 representations display one of the following forms: B 
                                                             
1692 Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 92. 
1693 Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 92.  
1694 Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 92.  
1695 Radtke, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 93.  
1696 No Beard: Beirut DGA 27574; Berlin 1121, 11348, and 17551; Bonhams 2003; Boston MFA 20.1213 
and 1978.54; Cairo CG 385, CG 487, CG 488, CG 42015, JE 42995, JE 43289, JE 43596, and RT 22.9.25.3; 










Fig. 75 - Human Beard Forms
(3/91697), D (2/91698), and four whose form is not preserved (fig. 74).1699 Form D is a special style 
that appears only on the two Nilotic Dyads. The evidence from the sphinxes suggests that for 
the maned variety beards were the rule, with Form B appearing on all preserved examples.1700 
The classic sphinxes that preserve this area do not have a beard, but instead wear a broad 





















                                                             
Naos; Hermitage No. 729; Fay 2003; London UC 14363; Louvre N464+CG 769; Luxor J.117; Moscow 4757; 
Munich ÄS 6762 and ÄS 6982; New York MMA 29.100.150 and 45.2.6; North Karnak E.133; NSG No. E-1, 
Nubar head, Ortiz Nos. 36 and 37 
1697 B: Cairo CG 383+CG 540 (OL); Chicago OIM 14048 (UL); London BM EA 1063+1064 
1698 D: Cairo CG 392; Rome 8607 
1699 Form not clear: Cairo CG 395 and JE 66322; Hawara Group; Milan RAN E0.9.40001 
1700 Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], and JE 87082; Munich ÄS 7132  
1701Louvre E 10938 and Dubroff, in addition there is one maned-sphinx without a beard (London BM EA 
66506), but it is exceptional due to its miniature size. 
1702 Drawings by author, previous types based on the forms delineated in Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. 
und Amenemhets III,” p. 243, fig. 4. 
B                                        D 
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Jewelry (figs. 76-77)  
The human statuary of Amenemhet III is generally less accessorized than that of his 
father with 15/26 examples having a bare chest;1703 the types of jewelry that do appear include 
the broad collar, the menat, and rarely the amulet necklace of Senwosret III.  Five 
representations wear the broad collar and two forms occur: A.2 (2/51704) and A.3 (2/51705), there 
is also a single statue whose form is not preserved (New York MMA 45.2.6) (fig. 76). There are 
two statues that depict the menat necklace, the statue of Amenemhet III as a priest (Cairo CG 
395) and a shrine from Hawara showing the king holding what appears to be a flail. A total of 
4/26 examples preserve the amulet necklace in a variety of forms including Forms A, F, G, and a 
single example whose form is not preserved.1706 Form G is a new form that I added to Polz; 
however, there is such variety amongst the forms of this necklace that they reveal little about 
the statuary. The amulet group is important as the necklace forms an important link with the 
statuary of Senwosret III. The chest area of 14/22 sphinxes is preserved with 4/141707 wearing 
the broad collar and the other 10/141708 wearing nothing (fig. 76). This division is again roughly 
along the lines of Classic (with collar) and Maned (beard).  
The use of a bracelet is another important distinction between the statuary of 
Senwosret III and Amenemhet III. While the bracelet does appear to have been a popular choice 
for both under-life and life-size representations of Senwosret III, only 3/10 examples from the 
                                                             
1703 No necklace: Berlin 1121; Cairo CG 392, JE 43104, JE 43289, and JE 66322; Copenhagen AEIN 1482; 
Hermitage 729; Louvre N464+CG 769; Milan RAN E0.9.40001; Moscow 4757; Munich ÄS 6982; North 
Karnak E.133; Ortiz Nos. 36 and 37; Rome 8607 
1704 A.2: Berlin 17551; Cleveland 1960.56 
1705 A.3: Cairo CG 42015; Luxor J.117 
1706 Amulet: A (Cairo CG 385), F (Munich ÄS 6762), G (Berlin 11348), and Fay 2003 
1707 Collar: B.1 = Aleppo 384; Boston MFA 88.747. Form not clear = Damascus 471; Louvre E 10938 
1708 Nothing: Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+CG 1243[1], CG 1243[2], and JE 87082; Dubroff sphinx 
(the only Classic example); London BM EA 65506; Munich ÄS 7132 and 7133 
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reign of Amenemhet III that preserve the wrist area depict a bracelet,1709 suggesting that a 
bracelet was not typically a part of his three-dimensional image. These three statues, Cairo CG 
42015, Copenhagen AEIN 1842, and Luxor J.117, are all special, in that they all relate to the 
statuary of Senwosret III.  I believe that all three either date to or are reflective of the period of 


















                                                             
1709 Bracelet: Cairo CG 42015;Copenhagen AEIN 1482 (right figure only); Luxor J.117. Nothing: Berlin 1121; 
Cairo CG 385, CG 392, JE 43104, and JE 43289; Cleveland 1960.56; London BM EA 1063+1063 
1710 Drawings by author, previous types based on the forms delineated in Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. 
und Amenemhets III,” pp. 243-244, figs. 5-6. 
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Dress (fig. 78)  
A total of 26/69 examples reveal four main styles of dress, the shendjet kilt, the praying 
kilt, an unpatterned kilt, and a shroud, as well as two special forms of the shendjet. The majority 
(13/261711) wear a closely patterned shendjet kilt like that of Senwosret III. There are two special 
shendjet forms that appear on the Nilotic Dyads (Cairo CG 392) and Louvre N464+CG769. An un-
pleated kilt occurs on 4/26 representations all of which are over-life-size and many of which also 
have an un-pleated nemes.1712 The praying kilt of Amenemhet III is distinctive from that of his 
father and appears on 6/26 preserved figures.1713 This revised version has pleats that run 
symmetrically to both corners, it is shorter and tighter, and its pleats are presented in a double-
stripe pattern. Like those of Senwosret III, the kilts are decorated with a hanging beaded panel 
and cobras; however, those examples dating to Amenemhet have a crossbar at the bottom.1714 
                                                             
1711 Cairo CG 385, CG 423, and CG 531; Deir el-Bahari Statue; Hawara Group; Hermitage 729; Lisht Statue; 
London BM EA 35361; Milan RAN E0.9.40001; Moscow 4757; Munich ÄS 6982; North Karnak E.133; Ortiz 
No. 37  
1712 Cairo CG 383+CG 540 and JE 43289; Copenhagen AEIN 1482; London BM EA 1063+1064 
1713 Berlin 1121; Cairo CG 42015; Cleveland 1960.56; Louvre A.F.2578; Luxor J.117; Munich ÄS 7268 















Fig. 78 - Styles of Dress
The kilt of the praying statue from Memphis (Berlin 1121) is slightly longer than the core group 
of this type. Finally, there is a single figure wearing a shroud (Cairo JE 43104); this likely relates 










Belt and Belt Buckle (figs. 79-80) 
In general, all belts appear with a decorated band, often consisting of a four-line 
pattern. During the reign of Senwosret III these belts are usually accompanied by a horizontal 
cartouche with the king’s name in the place of a belt buckle (A series); during the reign of 
Amenemhet III, there is generally no cartouche or royal name (B series). A total of 21/69 
examples show this region; this does not include the figure wearing a shroud. The following 
types occur: A.1 (2/211715), B.2 (5/211716), B.4 (2/211717), C (5/211718), form unclear (4/211719), and 
                                                             
1715 A.1: Berlin 1121; Cairo CG 392 
1716 B.2: Cairo CG 42015; Cleveland 1960.56; Luxor J.117; Louvre A.F.2578 and N464+ CG 769 
1717 B.4: Cairo JE 66322; Milan RAN E0.9.4001 
1718 C: Cairo CG 385; Deir el-Bahari statue; Hermitage 729; Moscow 4757; North Karnak E.133 














Fig. 80 - Belt Forms
three examples with no belt where there would normally be one (fig. 80).1720 It is interesting to 
note here that the two examples that can be securely dated to late in the reign, those from 
Medinet Madi (Milan RAN E0.9.40001 and Cairo JE 66322), wear a special belt buckle containing 

















The statues of Amenemhet III do not incorporate the bull’s tail, a core trait of the seated 
images of Senwosret III. Of the 14 seated and un-shrouded figures, 7 preserve this area, with 
                                                             
1720 No belt: London BM EA 1063+1064; Munich ÄS 6982; Ortiz No. 37 
1721 Drawings by author, previous types based on the forms delineated in Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. 
und Amenemhets III,” p. 246, fig.7. 
 A.1                                                     A.2                                                           B.4 
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only a single example depicting the tail (Cairo CG 385).1722 Cairo CG 385 wears Form B, the style 
most popular with the Quartzite Group of his father, a group that almost certainly dates to the 
period of co-rule.   
Hand Position 
As discussed in Section 4.2.3, hand position is strictly related to the statue type and as 
such no tally of individual examples is necessary. The key change related to this area is the 
appearance of a new hand position for seated statues of the king. The reign of Amenemhet III 
marks the first time that royal seated statues depicted the king with both hands flat against his 
thighs. While this flattened position was new for the king, it is attested in female statuary 
beginning in the reign of Senwosret II.1723 The only one male statue prior to the reign of 
Amenemhet III to show both hands flat is that of the governor of Elephantine, Heqaib II 
(Elephantine 17).1724 This position becomes systematic from the reign of Amenemhet III to the 
end of the 13th Dynasty. 
Nine Bows 
The presence of the nine bows is yet another feature strictly associated with the 
statuary of Senwosret III. A total of 13/69 examples preserve this area and only two depict the 
nine bows (Cairo CG 42019 and Luxor J.117).1725 These two examples come from the Karnak 
Series (see below), which shares a number of features with the statuary of Senwosret III, making 
it likely that it dates to the period of coregency. 
                                                             
1722 No tail: Cairo CG 383+540 and CG 423; Hermitage 729; London BM EA 1063+1064 and EA 35361; 
Milan RAN E0.9.40001 
1723 Examples include: Aleppo 1932, Elephantine 101, Cairo CG 382, and Louvre E 32564. 
1724 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 361. 
1725 No nine bows: Cairo CG 383+540, CG 385, CG 423, JE 43104, and JE 43289; Copenhagen AEIN 1482 




The thrones are similar to those of Senwosret III, they are square and most often have a 
slightly raised back. In general, all of the statues that are life-size or larger have inscriptions 
framing the legs and decorating the sides of the throne, while those that are under-life-size have 
anepigraphic sides.  
Sphinxes (Classic vs. Maned) 
For Wildung and Schoske, the sphinx form expresses the duality of the pharaoh as a 
man and a god;1726 under Amenemhet III a variant of the classical sphinx design appears that 
seems to emphasize the superhuman component of kingship.1727 There are a total of 22 
preserved sphinxes, 9 in the Classic Style and 13 with the lion’s mane. The characteristics of 
these stylistic groups are discussed in detail below. 
Inscriptions 
Notes related to the statues’ inscriptions are discussed in more detail in Section 4.2.3. 
The only real distinction is the belt buckle, which is normally uninscribed in the case of 
Amenemhet III. In addition, the preserved inscriptions almost always refer to Senwosret III by 
his throne name, proper name, and Horus name, while the Horus name of Amenemhet III 
appears only on his seated statue from Hawara (Cairo CG 385). The standing statues of 
Amenemhet III generally bear two or three vertical columns of inscription in front of the right 
foot and his images do not have an inscribed back pillar, again in opposition to the statuary of 
his father. The classic sphinxes have the throne name without any framing on the chest and an 
                                                             
1726 S. Schoske and D. Wildung, Das Münchner Buch der Ägyptischen Kunst (München: C.H. Beck, 2013), p. 
70. 













Fig. 81 - Statue Attribution
inscription between the front paws. The original inscriptions of the maned-sphinxes have not 
survived, but were likely similar to those of the classic style. 
5.2.3 – The Geographic Series 
The corpus of Amenemhet III is larger and more complex than that of his father, with a 
smaller number of examples that come from a secure context, of the 92 catalogue entries, 20 
are inscribed with the name of Amenemhet III and come from a primary excavation context, 8 
are inscribed but their original provenance is unknown, 18 have only a known provenance, and 
46 are attributed based on style alone. The geographic series dated to the reign of Amenemhet 
III are more sparsely preserved; however, they are just as important for revealing how statuary 
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The Biahmu Series (pl. XXVII) 
The Biahmu colossi fit the definition of a geographic series offered here, although their 
situation appears to have been unique to the reign of Amenemhet III. The statues have a long 
history in the literature, appearing in accounts by Herodotus, Diodorus the Sicilian, and Pliny.1728 
Abu Osman el-Nabulsi el-Safadi el-Safi recorded the first accurate description of the monuments 
in 1245 AD, which indicates that the statues were still standing at that time, with one facing 
west and the other to the south.1729 By the 17th Century, one of the statues had disappeared and 
the other was in very bad shape, and by the end of the 18th Century all that remained were the 
pedestals. Perring, Lepsius, and Bunsen, all recorded early reconstructions of the pair, but the 
most thorough is that of Petrie.1730 
Petrie was the first to excavate around the colossi; prior to his work, their original form 
had been obscured due to their ruinous state, leading to the idea that they had been 
pyramids.1731 He was able to determine that each monument originally included a quartzite 
colossal statue seated atop a brownish limestone pedestal with a throne base depicting the 42 
nomes of Upper and Lower Egypt. He proposed further that each statue was erected within a 
courtyard paved in white limestone and surrounded by an enclosure wall; a set of stairs was 
attached to the front and side of each pedestal.1732 Based on the location of the pair, flaking the 
                                                             
1728 This overview of past scholarship on the colossi is elaborated in: Habachi, “The Monument of 
Biyahmu,” pp. 728-729. 
1729 His description was recorded in a manuscript dating to 1447 AD, which was later published in the 
National Press of Cairo. Abu Osman el-Nabulsi el-Safadi el-Safi, The History of the Fayoum and its Towns, 
(Cairo: B. Moritz, 1887).  
1730 J.E. Perring, The Pyramids to the Southward of Giza and Abou Roash, part III (London: James Fraser, 
Regent Street and John Weale, High Holborn, 1852), pl. XVIII; R. Lepsius, Denkmaeler aus Aegypten und 
Aethiopien, II. (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs’sche Buchhanglung, 1904), pp. 34-35; C.C.J. Bunsen, Egypt’s Place in 
Universal History, vol. II (London: Longman, Brown, Green, and Longmans, 1854), pp. 347-348; Petrie, 
Hawara, pp. 53-56, pl. XXVI. 
1731 Petrie, Hawara, p. 53.  
1732 Petrie, Hawara, p. 54.  
399 
 
road to Arsinoe, Petrie believed that they had served as guardians of the approach to the 
province, like those colossi that guarded the entrances to temples.1733 
Taking into account an array of fragment measurements and comparisons, Petrie 
estimated that the colossi originally stood some 35 ft. tall, making them the largest known 
statues outside of the Giza sphinx at the time of their construction.1734 Hirsch suggested that 
statues reflected a 12th Dynasty fixation with size that culminated during the reign of 
Amenemhet III.1735 Petrie fully excavated the eastern pedestal, but only dug some trenches and 
pits around the less well-preserved western pedestal, with the goal to recover any additional 
fragments of the statues themselves.1736 He reburied some of the fragments on site, left others 
on the surface, and donated a small group, including two casts, to the Ashmolean Museum at 
Oxford. 
Additional work under Habachi revealed much more about the colossi. In 1935, he 
discovered a large red granite block at the north wall of the courtyard of the eastern statue that 
contained part of the titulary of Amenemhet III, this allowed scholars to confirm the identity of 
the king depicted for the first time.1737 He was also able to further refine the full layout of the 
monuments. Habachi found that approximately 70 m. separated the two structures and each 
functioned independently of any temple or building, making them unique.1738 He disagreed with 
Petrie’s theory that they served to safeguard the entrance to the province and proposed 
alternatively that they were constructed to commemorate the building of a dyke related to 
                                                             
1733 Petrie, Hawara, p. 54. 
1734 Petrie, Hawara, p. 55; Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 111-112. 
1735 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 160. 
1736 Petrie, Hawara, p. 56. 
1737 Habachi, “The Monument of Biyahmu,” p. 726. 
1738 Habachi, “The Monument of Biyahmu,” p. 721. 
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Amenemhet III’s land reclamation projects in the Fayum.1739 Similarly, Di. Arnold has suggested 
that the colossi received cult in honor of the king, who was worshipped locally as a creator and 
fertility god.1740 He has proposed further that they may have ornamented a dam or quay, which 
functioned as the port for ancient Shedet. However, Zecchi has cautioned that it is unclear who 
exactly began to reclaim land in the Fayyum depression first, but it likely began early, with 
several kings contributing to the process.  
Wildung speculated that images served strictly for the glorification of the king.1741 Hirsch 
agrees, stating that the enclosure wall signified that each statue had its own sacred area, which 
served as a representation of royal power.1742 She has stated further there was no evidence for 
settlement in this area until the reign of Amenemhet III, which led her to relate the colossi to 
the primordial mound which, in this case, emerged from the waters of the sacred lake and 
served to guard its precinct.1743 She also suggested that they may have been part of a 
processional route leading to the main temple at Medinet el-Fayum. Brandl has similarly likened 
the statues to the worship of the king, stating that they should be seen as singular evidence for 
going beyond the usual measure of worshipping a king; he also highlighted the likely ritual 
worship of Amenemhet III at Hawara and Medinet el-Fayum.1744  
Hirsch related the colossi to a number of unusual types that appear during the reign of 
Amenemhet III including the statue of Amenemhet III as a priest (Cairo CG 395), a colossal 
                                                             
1739 He has suggested that the dyke was located on the shore of Lake Moeris, at the end of the road 
leading to Arsinoe. Habachi, “The Monument of Biyahmu,” p. 721.  
1740 Di. Arnold, The Encyclopedia of Ancient Egyptian Architecture, (New York: 2003), pp. 32-33.  
1741 Wildung, “Übermensch und Menschensohn Bildnisse des Pharao,” pp. 64-65. 
1742 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 130. 
1743 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 130. 
1744 H. Brandl, “Götter des Fajjum: Amenemhat III., Sobek und Horus von Schedet: zur Deutung des 
Bildprogramms eines ungewöhnlichen "Naos" im Museum von Herreya Raznah/Zagazig,” Bulletin of the 
Egyptian Museum 2 (2005): 29-39, p. 36. 
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vulture statue from Koptos (Cairo JE 30770), and the Tanis sphinxes, all of which she has 
suggested focused on the increased role of the king as a creator, a bringer of fertility, and as a 
superior and powerful god.1745 Freed also views the colossi as an innovation and has placed 
them in her Innovative Group under the sub-type of statues that depicted Amenemhet III as the 
Omnipotent King.1746 The statues are also included in the catalogues of Polz and Connor, where 
they have been left unclassified.  
Connor related the use of quartzite to the known solar connotations of the stone.1747 
The two preserved fragments reveal a highly polished, glassy surface that would have reflected 
the sun’s rays. Connor has proposed that the images would have appeared as if they were 
emerging out of the waves, like the sun emerging from the primordial waters. He has stated 
further that the statues served as a clear representation of the deification or solarization of 
Amenemhet III.1748 
The Biahmu colossi are likely reflective of Amenemhet III’s special relationship with the 
Fayum, a fascination that is underscored by his strategic investment throughout the region. This 
relationship and its effect on the corpus of royal statuary dating to Amenemhet III are reviewed 
in detail in Chapter Seven. It seems clear that the grand scale of these two monuments and their 
focus on royal power indicate that they came from the king’s sole reign, it may be possible that 
they commemorated the installation of Amenemhet III as sole ruler.   
                                                             
1745 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 137. 
1746 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 111-112. 
1747 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 13.  
1748 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 13.  
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The Bubastis Series (pl. XXVIII) 
  This Bubastis Series is small and consists of a dyad of maned-sphinxes (Cairo JE 87082) 
and a pair of seated colossal statues (London BM EA 1063+1064 and Cairo CG 383+540). These 
images were found in the temple of Bastet; however, it is unclear if that was their original 
location of installation, as all were reused during later periods. The possibilities will be teased 
out further in the next chapter, but one of the following scenarios is probable, either they came 
from an earlier, yet to be discovered temple located below the later remains; they came from 
the royal palace in the north of the site constructed by Amenemhet III; or they came from 
another site and, like the “Tanis” Series, were brought to Bubastis by the kings of the 22nd 
Dynasty. The nature of this series is such that it likely dates to a period of coregency, and 
therefore it will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter Six.  
Habachi conducted an important study of Cairo JE 87082 that changed the way some 
scholars viewed the maned-sphinxes of Amenemhet III.1749 He discovered the dyad in the Great 
Temple at Bubastis in 1944 and immediately associated it with the Hyksos Monuments. The 
dyad originally depicted a pair of maned-sphinxes side-by-side on a single base. The remaining 
figure is similar in material and in facial style to the examples from Tanis; however, it is 
considerably smaller. As discussed above, Habachi has proposed that the sphinxes on the dyad 
represented Amenemhet III and Senwosret III.1750 Freed agrees with Habachi and has placed the 
dyad in her Innovative Group, along with images of Amenemhet III as Coregent (?).1751 
                                                             
1749 L. Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered: Apropos of the Discovery of a Dyad of 
Sphinxes,” SAK 6 (1978): 79-92. 
1750 Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered,” pp. 85-87. 
1751 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 110-111. 
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It is likely that the seated colossi from Bubastis also come from a period of co-rule and 
reflect two kings ruling as coregents. Naville discovered the colossi in a very fragmentary state 
on the east side of the temple, where they had once flanked the entrance to the first hall.1752 He 
also likened their features to the Hyksos Monuments, further cementing the link between these 
two groups of material. He has proposed that London BM EA 1063 represented the king as a 
young man, while Cairo CG 383 was older, leading him to suggest that they either represented 
father and son or the same man at two different periods of his life.1753 Hirsch agrees that the 
statues either depicted Senwosret III and Amenemhet III as coregents or they represented 
Amenemhet III at two different ages, likely representing renewal.1754 Alternatively, Wolf has 
proposed that the heads exhibit certain trends that lead directly into the 13th Dynasty, namely a 
distant face that is divided into a few large areas.1755  This suggests that the coregency reflected 
in the Bubastis Series may have been that of Amenemhet III and IV, as certain elements of the 
style of these two kings regularly appear in the statuary of the 13th Dynasty.  
Evers has dated the pair to his Middle Phase and suggested that larger statue types as 
well as those wearing a nemes had their own distinctive style within that period.1756 He also 
noted a difference between the two faces, stating that the exceptional modeling of London BM 
EA 1063 conveyed a sense of peace and serenity, while its counterpart Cairo CG 383 had a more 
interesting appearance. Despite their large size, Evers still saw a high level of artistic 
sophistication present in the modeling and construction of these two heads. The heads from 
Bubastis and Kom el-Hisn comprise Vandier’s Delta Group, the traits of which include: a smooth 
                                                             
1752 Naville, Bubastis (1887-1889), p. 26.  
1753 Naville, Bubastis (1887-1889), p. 27.  
1754 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 132. 
1755 Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, pp. 332-333. 
1756 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 101. 
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nemes and serene facial expression with realistic eyebrows and eyes.1757 Wildung, Seidel and 
Saleh have posed yet another theory, suggesting that the statues depicted Amenemhet III as the 
king of Upper and Lower Egypt.1758 Polz places this pair in her Stylized Style and Connor in his 
Monumental Series (Diss), Expressive Style (Nemtyhotep).  
The Hawara Series (pls. XXIX-XXXIII) 
  The Hawara Series is the largest geographic series and consists of four limestone statue 
bases,1759 one nearly complete seated statue,1760 a series of at least three over-life-size granite 
dyads,1761 a group statue depicting Amenemhet III and four goddesses (in situ), fragments from 
two additional statues,1762 and fragments from two colossal statues, one in limestone1763 and 
one in granite,1764 as well as numerous fragments of both royal and divine statuary, which were 
scattered all over the surface. In addition, there are three copper statues that possibly came 
from the site, but were not excavated, and the upper part of a statue now in a private collection 
(Fay 2003).1765 All of the excavated material comes from Petrie’s work at the site. The eclectic 
nature of this series makes the temple’s decorative program hard to define; a problem 
heightened by the somewhat mysterious nature of Amenemhet III’s Hawara complex, which is 
unfortunately very poorly preserved.  
                                                             
1757 Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 198-199. 
1758 Seidel and Wildung, “Rundplastik des Mittleren Reiches,” p. 263 No. 166; Saleh, Ägyptisches Museum, 
No. 104. 
1759 Berlin 1195, an example in the Cloisters of St. George, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and Louvre E 33167. 
1760 Cairo CG 385 
1761 Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 1482; fragments of the third and numerous additional 
fragments left in situ.  
1762 Leiden F 1934/2.129 and a fragment from a naos figure left in situ. 
1763 Copenhagen AEIN 1417 
1764 Copenhagen AEIN 1420 
1765 Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz Nos. 36 and 37 
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The remains at Hawara consist of a brick pyramid and a temple known by Classical 
authors as the Labyrinth; it is located in the Fayum, an area very important during the reign of 
Amenemhet III. Petrie identified the ruins of the Labyrinth in 1888 in a completely destroyed 
state, so much so that even more modern reconstructions are merely conjectural. The temple 
was located close to the base of the king’s pyramid and was comprised of a particularly large 
number of rooms, shrines, and columned halls. The temple had an extensive statuary program 
that Oppenheim has suggested may have substituted for wall decoration.1766 The sculptures 
depicted both the king and deities, some shown in more unusual forms, which she has proposed 
may have further reflected the merger of royal and deity cults – or may have simply rendered in 
3-dimensions the deity processions formerly recorded in relief. The most significant objects in 
the Hawara Series are Cairo CG 385 and the large granite dyads, Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen 
AEIN 1482. 
Petrie discovered Cairo CG 385 in 1895 on the west side of the main entrance of the 
Labyrinth.1767 Evers, Vandier, Weigall, and von Bissing have all proposed that the statue 
represented the king as a youth, early on in his reign.1768 According to Evers, the image is more 
balanced, with a softer, more rounded feel, and a simple beauty that is not present in other 
examples from the reign.1769 He has suggested that, like the Lisht statues of Senwosret I and II, it 
was originally part of a large group. Vandier has distinguished this statue as the primary example 
of what he has termed the Fayum School, which also includes: Cairo JE 66322 and Milan RAN 
                                                             
1766 A. Oppenheim, “Temples: Secluded Domains for Kings and Gods,” in A. Oppenheim et al. (eds.), 
Ancient Egypt Transformed, pp. 270-275, p. 273. 
1767 Petrie et al., The Labyrinth, Gerzeh, and Mazghuneh (London: School of Archaeology in Egypt, 1912), 
p. 29. 
1768 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, pp. 93-94 (he places the statue is his Early Period); Vandier, Maneul III, p. 
196; Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 95; Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 24. 
1769 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, pp. 93-94.  
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E0.9.40001 from Medinet Madi;1770 however, as I will demonstrate below, it is unlikely that 
these two series were carved at the same time. More recently, Polz has classified Cairo CG 385 
in her Naturalistic Style and Youthful Sub-Type.1771 
Aldred has taken a different approach; he has identified two styles under Amenemhet 
III, the official royal style and the funerary style.1772 Cairo CG 385 is the prime example of his 
funerary style, which offers a more peaceful, subtle, and idealized image, associated with the 
Memphite sculptural tradition.1773 Wildung has also proposed that this image was more subdued 
due to its funerary function,1774 Freed has placed it in her Traditional Group,1775 and Connor in 
his Humanizing Style.1776  
Cairo CG 385 is particularly important, as it shares many features with the statuary of 
Senwosret III that do not appear in the general corpus dating to Amenemhet III. Seidel and 
Wildung first suggested that it represented a synthesis of the style of Senwosret III and the style 
of the early Middle Kingdom. They have also proposed that the flat hands mimicked the Deir el-
Bahari Series of Senwosret III;1777 a group that possibly dates to the period of coregency. The 
chronological aspects of this statue and in turn this geographic series weigh heavily on the 
evaluation of the coregency style; these factors are discussed in detail in Chapter Six, but it is 
important to raise the possibility here that this series dates to the period of co-rule.  
                                                             
1770 Vandier, Maneul III, p. 196. 
1771 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 233 n. 28 and 29.  
1772 Aldred, “Plastik,” pp. 216-218. 
1773 Aldred, “Plastik,” p. 216. 
1774 Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, p. 206. 
1775 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 105-106. 
1776 Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 61-63. 
1777 Seidel and Wildung, “Rundplastik des Mittleren Reiches,” p. 238. 
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The group of dyads from Hawara strengthens the case that Hawara Series came from 
the period of coregency. The remains consist of two nearly complete over-life-size granite 
shrines (Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 1482) and the fragments of a third that were once 
part of a larger group found near the pyramid of Amenemhet III at Hawara.1778 Each depicts two 
royal figures; the one on the right wears a khat headdress and is shown handing an ankh to the 
one on the left, who is wearing the nemes; they are set within a recessed naos with a cavetto 
cornice and torus molding. This group is part of a wider phenomenon of dyad usage that 
appears to be specific to the reign of Amenemhet III, indicating that the popularity of this type 
related directly to the royal ideology of that period – a theory that is discussed in more detail in 
Chapter Seven. The iconography of both dyads is virtually identical; however, the Copenhagen 
example is larger and the figure wearing the khat has a bracelet on his right wrist.  
Petrie proposed that a total of nine such shrines stood in the row of chapels along the 
back of mortuary temple, with the largest along the temple’s main axis.1779 Bagh has suggested 
that the Copenhagen shrine was likely in the far left position, due to the presence of an uneven 
projection with a smooth surface on the dyad’s left side.1780 She has also compared the series to 
the Early Middle Kingdom temple at Qasr el Sagha, which had a row of seven shrines, with a 
larger central shrine; an association first made by Freed.1781 Seidel has reconstructed the shrines 
as part of a series of group monuments built into the rear wall of the mortuary temple that 
                                                             
1778 Petrie et al., The Labyrinth, p. 29. 
1779 He also discovered many additional fragments from this installation scattered on the surface. Petrie 
et. al., The Labyrinth, pp. 30-31. 
1780 Bagh and Nielsen, Finds from W.M.F. Petries’ Excavations (Copenhagen: Ny Carlsberg Glyptotek, 
2011), pp. 19-22. The projection was removed when the statue came to Copenhagen. 
1781 Bagh and Nielsen, Finds from W.M.F. Petries’ Excavations, p. 104;  
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included the large engaged group depicting Amenemhet III and four goddesses.1782 Uphill has 
proposed five shrines, in accordance with Old Kingdom pyramid temples and that of Senwosret I 
at Lisht.1783 Unfortunately, the state of the archaeological record does not permit a clear 
reconstruction. 
The remaining objects are less well preserved, and less obviously relevant to the topic of 
coregency. Three of the four limestone statue bases (Berlin 1195, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and 
Louvre E 33167) are similar in layout and execution and all once supported a group composition 
of some type that included at least one representation of the king. Their preserved inscriptions 
refer to Amenemhet III as beloved of one or more deities. It is unclear what statue types these 
bases were for, but the presence of the king’s titulary suggests that his image was present; they 
could have depicted the king along with the deities mentioned, in the guise of said deities, or in 
his role as a priest. The Louvre base once supported at least two representations and references 
Sobek of Shedyt, Leiden F 1939/2.51 had at least two inscriptions, one of which names the 
goddess Rahes, and the base from Berlin preserves a total of five inscriptions that link 
Amenemhet III with the following deities: Amau, Hartaru, Nenuty, Nekhby, and the Field of 
Offerings. It is unclear how extensive this group may have originally been, but the size of the 
complex and the number of fragments scattered on the surface indicate it may have been 
extensive. The final base, now in the Cloisters of St. George in Cairo, is from a kneeling statue 
and is of a different type than the others; it also references Sobek of Shedyt. 
                                                             
1782 M. Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen. Band 1: die Denkmäler vom Alten Reich bis zum Ende der 
18. Dynastie (Hildesheim: Gerstenberg, 1996), pp. 101-104. 
1783 E. Uphill, Pharaoh’s Gateway to Eternity: The Hawara Labyrinth of King Amenemhet III (London: Kegan 
Paul International, 2000), p. 42, figs. 13-14. 
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Additional fragments include Leiden F 1934.2.129, a small piece from a roughly life-size 
head of Amenemhet III, one of the only life-size fragments in the corpus. There is also part of a 
figure of the king in a naos that is wearing a menat necklace and holding a flail; the only other 
image in the corpus with a menat is Cairo CG 395, an over-life-size statue of Amenemhet III 
dressed as a priest that also comes from the Fayum. There are fragments from two colossal 
statues; unfortunately, they are so small that it is not possible to comment on them further. 
Finally, there are the extremely fragmentary remains of a semi-engaged group scene that 
depicts a seated Amenemhet III flanked by a series of four standing goddesses holding fish. 
Petrie reconstructed this group based on a total of 8 large fragments; however, it is impossible 
to suggest the original architectural setting as so little survives; the composition is without 
parallel, which makes it even more difficult to evaluate.1784 Seidel has suggested that the 
goddesses were of local origin and he has associated them with the Fayum.1785 
In addition to the excavated material, a series of three copper statues of the king 
(Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz No. 36, and Ortiz No. 37) may have originally been a part of Amenemhet 
III’s Hawara Series. The figures are part of a group of nine copper statues found buried together, 
which Ortiz has suggested were part of a funerary assemblage buried during the Hyksos period 
or from a temple celebrating the cult of Amenemhet III, after his death;1786 however, the quality 
of the figures and their individuality make it more likely that they actually date to his reign. The 
group includes: a bust of Amenemhat III (Ortiz No. 36), a kneeling statue of Amenemhet III (Ortiz 
No. 37), a striding statue of Amenemhet III (Munich ÄS 6982), a large wig from the statue of a 
                                                             
1784 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, p. 104. 
1785 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, p. 104. 
1786 Ortiz, In Pursuit of the Absolute, Cat. 36.  
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queen (Geneva, private collection), the body of a queen (Ortiz Collection), and four standing 
male figures (Oritz Cat. 33-34, Louvre E 27153, and Munich ÄS 7105).1787  
All the figures were cast using the lost wax technique, with any additional elements 
being hollow cast. Metal casting is a technological innovation of the Middle Kingdom; copper 
statues are known from the 2nd and 6th Dynasties, but they are not cast.1788 This group 
represents the height of this new advancement. The royal statues were cast using various alloys 
and were likely covered in a sheet of silver. In addition, electrum is used to frame the eyes, 
which were originally inlaid, and all of the additional components were cast separately. 
The four male figures represent Egyptian high officials including the viziers Senwosret 
and Senebsuma, whose statues were inscribed.1789 All four are depicted wearing long kilts 
knotted at just below the breast and ending at the ankle and each was originally attached to a 
hollow rectangular plinth of copper alloy. Each has his own individual look, for example the 
Munich official was much more rotund than the other figures. Unfortunately, none of the royal 
figures are inscribed. Only the body remains in the case of the queen and there is evidence that 
it was originally overlaid with a sheet of silver.1790  
The representations of the king are distinctive due to the materials and techniques used 
in their construction. Polz does not include this group in her catalogue, but Connor does; 
although, he acknowledges that it is possible it represented a successor.1791 He has noted the 
                                                             
1787 Munich ÄS 6080, a statue of a crocodile god, was formerly included with this group. However, in Eine 
ungewöhnliche Metalfigur eines bilden ägyptischen Priesters, H.W. Muller has stated that an eyewitness 
to the original discovery of the group confirmed that the crocodile god was added later by the seller to 
create more interest in the group.  
1788 Schoske and Wildung, Das Münchner Buch der Ägyptischen Kunst, p. 75. 
1789 Ortiz, In Pursuit of the Absolute, Cat. 33-34; Schoske, “Statue eines beleibten Mannes,” MJbK 43 
(1992): 177-181. 
1790 Ortiz, In Pursuit of the Absolute, Cat. 35. 
1791 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 362 n. 1159. 
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shape of the nose, the sinuous lips, the eyebrows, and cheekbones as features of Amenemhet 
III.  Schoske agrees, and has cited the following features in her assessment of the Munich statue: 
the low forehead, wide sunken cheeks, prominent cheekbones, pressed lips, signs of age, the 
rounded face, and the depth of the skeletal structure.1792 Freed also dates the statues to 
Amenemhet III and has placed them in her Innovative Group, along with those figures that 
represented Amenemhet III as Omnipotent King. Due to its lack of provenance, it is unclear how 
this group would have fit in with the rest of the Hawara Series. 
Further, Fay 2003 was reportedly found at Hawara with the copper alloy statues 
described above.1793 Fay has attributed the image to Amenemhet III based on the slightly 
forward position of the chin, the flat shallow cheekbones, the hard muscular corners of the 
mouth, and the wide straight shape of the mouth. The statue has large, horizontal, almond-
shaped eyes with sharp folds along the upper eyelids, and bags under the eyes. Fay has 
described the features as juvenile and they appear to be similar to those of Cairo CG 385, also 
from Hawara. In both cases the king appears wearing the amulet necklace of Senwosret III. 
Based on style alone, Fay has stated that the image is most in line with the Hawara style.1794 
Connor has placed this example in his Humanizing Style. 
The Karnak Series (pls. V-VI, XXXIV-XXXV) 
The statues from Karnak can be divided into two main assemblages: a stylistic group, 
referred to here as the Karnak Series, and a number of other statues found at the site that 
appear to be linked only be their location. It is clear that the statues of the Karnak Series were 
constructed and installed as a single unit, while it is likely that the others were set up at various 
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points throughout the king’s reign. A total of seven statues were discovered at Karnak, four from 
the Karnak Series1795 and three outliers,1796 and another six images have been ascribed to the 
Karnak Series based on style.1797 The outliers come from three different locations within the 
temple complex: near Temple K (Cairo JE 41472), the Akhmenu (base, in situ), and the Temple of 
Montu (North Karnak E.133). There are no real stylistic links amongst them and the nature of 
Karnak Temple is such that they need not represent a unified series.  
The Karnak Series is comprised of eight examples: Berlin 17551, Cairo CG 42015, CG 
42019, and JE 43596, Cleveland 1960.56, Luxor J.117, Louvre A.F.2578, and New York MMA 
45.2.6; while they share the same pose, Berlin 1121 and Munich ÄS 7268 do not fit the 
specifications of this stylistic series. All of the statues are granodiorite and depict the king in the 
same attitude as the Deir el-Bahari Series of his father, Senwosret III.  They show the king 
striding forward with his hands pressed flat on his three-dimensional pleated kilt in a posture of 
adoration. Their faces are elongated with a forward lower jaw and an accentuated, down-turned 
mouth. All share the same muscular body type that emphasizes the chest and torso, giving the 
king a young, firm body that is slim, geometric, and naturalistic.  
Evers was one of the first to discuss this series; he dated it to late in the reign of 
Amenemhet III, as he has proposed that the statuary from that period displayed a strange 
archaism and flatness, similar to images from the Old Kingdom.1798 He also found that these 
statues exhibited a general lack of symmetry, leading him to suggest that late in the reign the 
strong centralized hold over the artistic landscape began to crumble and styles began to develop 
                                                             
1795 Cairo CG 42015, CG 42019, and JE 43596; Luxor J.117 
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1798 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 110.  
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autonomously.1799 He has referred to the Karnak Series as lacking in the same detail as the 
earlier works, exaggerated, uneven, and clumsy.1800 Vandier has associated the muscular bodies 
and the distinctive treatment of the legs, knees, and pectorals with his Theban style.1801 He has 
also highlighted the facial features of the group, stating that, while they were less severe than 
those of Senwosret III, they still demonstrated a father/son resemblance.1802  
Lorand found the treatment of the facial features on the statues of Amenemhet III to be 
distinctive from those of his father;1803 based on several stylistic links with the Deir el-Bahari 
Series he has suggested that the latter served as the model for the Karnak statues. For example, 
Freed has advocated that, given the coregency, it is feasible the images were made around the 
same time and in the same workshop.1804 The presence of a bracelet on two of the statues in the 
Karnak series, lends support to Freed’s theory. In addition, while the nine bows appear to be a 
common feature of both the seated and standing representations of Senwosret III, that was not 
the case for his son.1805 A total of 15/71 human representations preserve the area of the feet, of 
these only two examples (CG 42019 and Luxor J.117), both from the Karnak Series, depict the 
nine bows. These elements, which will be discussed in detail in Chapter Six, increase the 
likelihood that this group dates to the period of co-rule.  
Despite the noted similarities, the series depicting Amenemhet III does differ from that 
of Senwosret III in a number of obvious ways. The Karnak statues are under-life-size, they have a 
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1803 Lorand, Sésostris III Pharaon de Légende, p. 31. 
1804 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 107. 
1805 The area is preserved on 12 examples dating to Senwosret III, with 10 displaying the nine bows 
(Baltimore WAG 22.115 and London BM EA 692 have other anomalous features). The area is preserved on 
11 examples dating to Amenemhet III, with only Cairo CG 42019 and Luxor J.117 displaying the nine bows.  
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shorter kilt with simplified pleating that terminates at the corners, and distinctive facial 
features. In addition, the statues of Amenemhet III are adorned with a broad collar, while those 
of Senwosret III wear his distinctive amulet necklace. It is conceivable that the artists used the 
broad collar, a more common feature of the statuary of Amenemhet III, and the other 
differences to visually distinguish the images of one king from those of the other. 
Connor has correctly identified the Karnak Series as having a homogenous style that was 
distinctive from the other statuary of Amenemhet III.1806  He has divided statues into two sub-
groups on the basis of size: three/four statues of 110 cm height1807 and three statues of 80 
cm.1808 Connor agrees with Freed that the group was produced for a single project by sculptors 
with the same level of experience; however, he does not believe that coregencies existed during 
the Middle Kingdom. Krieger,1809 Polz,1810 and Hirsch1811 have also commented on the 
homogeneity of this group. 
While it is impossible to know exactly where these statues were originally displayed, 
based on their size, Oppenheim has indicated that it is unlikely they were arranged around a 
large architectural space – like those of Senwosret III.1812 She has likened them to a 13th Dynasty 
granite bark shrine platform adorned with eight outward facing engaged images of Khaankhre 
Sobekhotep II in this same devotional pose.1813 While the Amenemhet III examples are too large 
to have been part of such a platform, she has suggested that it is possible they surrounded the 
                                                             
1806 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 363. 
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base of a statue or altar, as they would have been set up facing outward, with their uninscribed 
back pillars towards the object.  
The Kom el-Hisn Series (pl. XVII) 
A small number of statues from Kom el-Hisn are preserved including: Cairo JE 43104 and 
JE 42995; it is likely that both came from the local temple to Sekhmet-Hathor. While it is hard to 
draw any conclusions due to the small number of examples, neither of which are fully 
preserved, art historians have noted a general similarity in the execution of these two works. 
Kom el-Hisn is located near the edge of the middle region of the Western Delta, 12 km south of 
Naukratis; Petrie was the first to visit the site in 1881,1814 followed by F.Ll. Griffith who recorded 
the features of the area between 1885-1887.1815 Daressy then made a brief survey of the site in 
19021816 and Edgar cleared the tomb of Khesuwer in 1910, leading to the discovery of Cairo JE 
42995.1817 Finally, in 1911, local farmers uncovered Cairo JE 43104.1818 
An Egyptian team undertook the first substantial excavations at the site in the 1940’s, 
which focused mostly on a large series of tombs and revealed part of an Old Kingdom town. The 
evidence uncovered by Griffith as well as data from the new EES Mission to Kom el-Hisn 
established in 1996, reveals that a substantial temple of Ramses II existed at the site and 
possibly even a royal residence.1819 Further remains from a series of test pits and cores taken 
during the 1996 survey attest to substantial occupational deposits dating to the late Middle 
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Kingdom (late 12th-13th Dynasties), which may have related to the temple precinct.1820 
Unfortunately nothing is known about the early phases of the temple. 
Cairo JE 43104 is the best-preserved triad of the reign, although the head is missing; it 
depicts Amenemhet III seated in the Sed-Festival cloak and flanked by two princesses. Evers has 
dated this statue to early in the king’s reign and has suggested that the power inherent in the 
group reflected the importance of architectural structure during this period.1821 He has related 
the overall composition to the images of Senwosret I from Tanis.1822  According to Evers, the 
artist used discrepancies in scale between the standing and seated figures to draw the 
individuals together and create an artificial unity, the result of which was a scenic development 
previously unheard of in Egypt.1823  In this example the figures of the princesses are independent 
variables, rendered on a more human scale than those examples dating to Senwosret III. 
Further, this group is distinctive in that each figure was represented as an individual.1824 I. 
Stunkel has related the close presence of the royal women in this group to their important 
rejuvenating function within the Sed-Festival rituals; this is the earliest statue to illustrate that 
role.1825 
Cairo JE 42995 is an under-life-size head depicting Amenemhet III wearing the white 
crown. The head was found in a private tomb, but had likely been thrown in through a robbers’ 
hole.1826 Edgar initially dated the head to Amenemhet III based on the presence of JE 43104. Polz 
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has suggested that this may be an example of her Youthful Sub-type and Connor has left it 
unclassified. Due to the limited data preserved it is unclear how extensive this series may have 
been, but it does appear to directly reference the Sed-Festival of Amenemhet III and therefore 
likely dates to his Year 30 or later. A date to late in the reign would fit well with the 
archaeological data from the 1996 EES survey. 
The Medinet Madi Series (pl. XXXVIII) 
Amenemhet III initiated the construction of the temple at Medinet Madi and his 
successor, Amenemhet IV, completed the work after his death. A total of four statues from the 
temple’s decorative program are preserved including: a pair of seated over-life-size statues 
(Cairo JE 66322 and Milan RAN E0.9.40001), and the bases of two triads, which were left in situ. 
The temple at Medinet Madi is the only deity temple from the Middle Kingdom with texts and 
reliefs that is still standing.1827 Amenemhet III founded the site as a part of his Fayum 
reclamation project and dedicated the temple there to Renenutet and Sobek-Shedty. The 
temple is roughly square in plan and includes a hypostyle hall with two columns, a small 
vestibule, and a tripartite sanctuary. The preserved relief decoration indicates that work began 
while Amenemhet III was still living and was then completed by after his death;1828 meaning that 
some of the work occurred during the brief period of coregency between these two kings. 
Vogliano found Cairo JE 66322 and Milan RAN E0.9.40001 together and, based on 
similarities in the modeling of the two heads, he has suggested that the same artist carved 
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both.1829 The pair depicts the king seated on a cubic throne with a low back decorated with the 
sema-tawy motif; he is wearing the nemes and holding an offering table on his lap.1830 Vogliano 
has proposed that Cairo JE 66322 represents a youthful version of the king and Milan RAN 
0940001 a more aged version.1831 He has likened the pair to London BM EA 1063 and EA 1064, 
for which scholars have suggested a similar interpretation. Polz has included this pair in her 
catalogue as a possible example of her Stylized Style and Connor has placed them in his 
Monumental Series (Diss.), Expressive Style (Nemtyhotep).  Cairo JE66322 is very damaged in 
the area of the inscription, but this Milan statue preserves the name of Amenemhet III.1832 Based 
on their condition, Vogliano has proposed that Christians violently destroyed the statues using a 
mace.1833 
Donadoni has suggested that the pair were in the style of Lower Egypt, like the works 
from Hawara.1834 He has related them to the two deities worshipped there, Renenutet and 
Sobek and as stated further that one might expect that they represented father and son.1835 
However, since he has ascribed the two statues to the founding of the temple, he ultimately 
concludes that both depicted Amenemhet III. His suggestion is interesting, as it would seem to 
follow a precedent set by Senwosret III and Amenemhet III, in which the two coregents were 
represented by images in which the senior partner appeared more aged and the younger more 
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youthful. This system and its possible appearance during the coregency of Amenemhet III and IV 
will be discussed in more detail in Chapters Six and Seven.  
The fragments comprising the upper part of RAN E0.9.40001 come from the rubbish 
outside the temple entrance and were discovered on the second campaign to Medinet Madi in 
1936. The lower part was found in the transverse hall of the temple a year later.1836 The original 
location of these statues remains unknown, although it is clear they were not set up in the 
niches in the temple’s sanctuary as a series of group statues, whose bases were found in situ, 
occupied those areas. Donadoni has suggested that they most likely flanked the doorway of the 
hypostyle-court.1837 
In addition to the seated pair, the remains of what were originally three triads come 
from the temple’s sanctuary; only the bases of the central and eastern triads have survived and 
each preserves two pairs of feet flaking a central seated figure.1838 According to Seidel, the 
central triad has an unusual structure;1839 it originally depicted Renenutet set on a very high 
pedestal with a back pillar and clothed in a long women’s garment. She is likely flanked by 
smaller-scale representations of Amenemhet III and IV in a symmetrical pose so that each king 
has his inner foot forward. Further, part of an inscription is preserved with the titulary of each 
king.1840 The Eastern Triad has a similar layout and Seidel has suggested that it depicted Sobek in 
his crocodile form, due to the length of space occupied by the central figure.1841 Very little of 
either group survives. Seidel has also supposed the existence of a western triad based on the 
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architecture of the temple and the presence of the other two;1842 however, nothing has survived 
in the western sanctuary. 
Based on the archaeological, textual, and visual evidence from the Temple at Medinet 
Madi it is most likely that this series dates to and is reflective of the brief period of co-rule 
between Amenemhet III and IV. The full decorative program of the temple is discussed in 
Chapter Six and provides the strongest indication that Amenemhet III appointed his chosen heir 
during his lifetime. 
The “Tanis” Series (pls. XIX-XLI) 
The group of objects referred to here as the “Tanis” Series does not fit the definition 
given for a true geographic series. These pieces, formerly a part of the group termed the Hyksos 
Monuments, were all found at Tanis, but were originally installed elsewhere.1843 I have chosen 
to group them here as a possible geographic series based on certain stylistic features that 
indicate that they may have come from the same workshop and therefore, may have been 
installed at the same site. The “Tanis” Series includes at least eight maned-sphinxes (Cairo CG 
393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4) 
and at least two Nilotic dyads (Cairo CG 392, CG 531, Rome 8607). The statues in this series all 
have a very round face with broad, flat planes and strongly articulated features including heavy 
eyelids, bags under the eyes, deep nasolabial folds, a down-turned mouth with accentuated 
musculature, and a very well-defined chin; the style is similar in many ways to the Later Style of 
Senwosret III. The musculature of the human bodies is highly emphasized; they have very 
prominent pectorals, a nipped in waist, a well-articulated abdominal area, and a ventral furrow 
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that runs the length of the torso, further defining the king’s very athletic physique; the bodies of 
the sphinxes are similarly detailed. 
M. Hill’s recent reexamination of the statuary recovered at Tanis reveals that this series 
was relocated first to Avaris during the 14th Dynasty and Hyksos Period and then, during the 
Ramesside period, to its final location.1844 Do. Arnold has proposed that the Hyksos had an 
affinity for sphinxes and that they favored the “darkly complex and forceful” images of 
Amenemhet III and the later 13th Dynasty.1845 Based on the strong feline emphasis of the Tanis 
Sphinxes, Wildung has proposed that they may have originally stood in the sanctuary of Bastet 
in Bubastis.1846 There is a much smaller dyad of maned-sphinxes from Bubastis; however, the 
closest parallel to these images is Cairo CG 395, an over-life-size statue of Amenemhet III as a 
priest found at Kiman Fares/Crocodilopolis, which was also a part of the Hyksos Monuments. 
Mariette discovered Cairo CG 395 in 1862 and the close similarity between these objects opens 
up the possibility that they were all originally installed at Kiman Fares or, more broadly speaking, 
in the Fayum region. 
The development of the maned style is explored below in section 5.2.4; however, the 
Tanis Sphinxes are distinctive from most of the other preserved examples of this type in size, 
material, and execution. All of the other examples are under-life-size, while those from Tanis are 
monumental, suggesting that they were designed for a special purpose. In addition, the pair 
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from ElKab is made of limestone and has more subdued facial features. Evers has discussed the 
Tanis Sphinxes, but did not place them within his chronological system of development, 
although they seem most in line with his Late Phase.1847 He believed that the maned form 
related to the animal nature of the lion; he has also remarked on the innate power captured in 
the bodies of the Tanis Sphinxes, as if the animals were ready to spring into action.1848 Von 
Bissing has stated that in comparison to other sphinxes, the maned-style was more wild and 
animal-like and he has suggested that the furrows crisscrossing the face and the taunt skin were 
signs of age.1849  
Habachi has linked the Tanis sphinxes with Cairo JE 87082 from Bubastis, and has 
proposed that they too were originally set up as dyads with one sphinx representing Senwosret 
III and the other Amenemhet III.1850 Habachi examined all four of the more well-preserved Tanis 
Sphinxes: Cairo CG 393, 394, 530, and 1243 and has identified CG 530 as older in appearance 
than CG 393 and 394. Its face has more deeply cut wrinkles and additional lines around the 
mouth. In addition, Vandier has suggested that Cairo CG 1243 was also distinctive,1851 and 
Habachi found it too had features more in line with old age. Therefore, he has concluded that 
CG 393 and 394 represented the junior king and CG 530 and 1243 the senior. This was likely 
mirrored in the Tell Basta dyad, in which the preserved sphinx represents the youthful king. The 
popularity of dyads during this period is important, especially in the case of the “Tanis” Series as 
all of the currently know objects from this site seem to have originally been in the form of 
dyads.  
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The Nilotic Dyads depict two standing royal figures with distinctive wigs, beards, and 
kilts bearing offerings of fish and plants; their hairstyle is unique to Amenemhet III.1852  The 
presence of a uraeus on Rome 8607 identifies the images as royal and their facial features help 
to refine their date. Evers originally placed this group in his Late Phase.1853 He has described the 
facial features as dark and empty, the individual details as coarse, and the exaggerated bodies 
more typical of the 13th dynasty.1854 Aldred has assigned the dyads to his Stylized Group based 
on the detailed rendering of their faces and wigs as well as the summary execution of their 
bodies.1855 According to Aldred, the sculptures of the Stylized Group became the model for the 
royal statuary during the 13th Dynasty and Second Intermediate Period; this sub-group was a 
part of his Official Style.1856 
The popularity of dyads during the reign of Amenemhet III is discussed in more detail in 
Chapter Seven; however, a variety of interpretations for this particular series have been put 
forth. Leibovitvch has suggested that they represent two Nile gods, one for Upper Egypt and one 
for Lower Egypt, similar to the statue of Thutmose III from Karnak;1857 while Saleh and 
Sourouzian have argued that they portrayed the king of Upper and Lower Egypt or a cycle of 
regeneration in which one figure is the human king and the other is the deified king.1858 Einaudi 
has highlighted the novelty of the attempted symmetry and has suggested that the composition 
was an allegorical one, which associated the king with the concepts of fertility and 
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abundance.1859 Vitozzi has related the statues to Amenemhet III’s work in the Fayum, and 
proposed they represented the androgynous nature of the Nile god, as the unique wig type 
seems to combine male and female elements1860 - their beards would argue against this idea.   
Based on slight differences he observed in the facial features, Habachi has proposed 
that the figures represented Senwosret III and Amenemhet III during the period of 
coregency.1861 In light of the style of Cairo CG 392 and the other known dyads dated to 
Amenemhet III, he has further suggested that these images represented the elder Senwosret III 
and the youthful Amenemhet III; this is in alignment with his theories about the Tanis Sphinxes. 
Freed has placed Cairo CG 392 in her Innovative Group in the sub-category of statues that 
represent Amenemhet III as a Servant of the Gods.1862 She has also proposed that the dyads date 
to the period of coregency, with the elder king being depicted on the right-hand/dominant 
side.1863 Freed has also pointed out that mirror imagery was a prominent feature of private 
stelae from Abydos dating to the reign of Amenemhet III.1864 The wigs and beards of the figures 
also share aspects with the private statuary of the Archaic Period.1865 Polz and Connor do not 
address coregency and as such Polz has placed the dyads in her Realistic Group 2 and Connor in 
his Colossal Series/Monumental Style (Diss.), Expressive Style (Nemtyhotep). The role of these 
dyads and their relationship to coregency is explored fully in Chapter Six.  
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5.2.4 – The Stylistic Groups  
As detailed above, only Polz and Connor have attempted to categorize the full corpus of 
material attributed to Amenemhet III. Polz divided a total of 64 examples into three stylistic 
groups and one sub-group: the Realistic Style, the Idealized Style, the Stylized Style, and the 
Youthful Sub-Type. While many of the features she has described and analyzed are visible in the 
statuary, the differences between the material in her catalogue and the one presented here are 
too great for her methods of categorization to be viable. Further, I do not believe that a focus 
purely on aesthetic features is the best way to look at and think about the form and function of 
this material.  
Connor’s dissertation analysis focused on some 86 examples, while his Nemtyhotep 
catalogue lists only 79. His most recent evaluation divides the material into two main stylistic 
groups, the Expressive Style and the Humanized Style, with various sub-groups for each. While I 
do have some problems with Connor’s Expressive Style (see above: Section 5.2.4), the inclusive 
nature of his Humanized Style highlights some of the difficulties in trying to classify much of the 
under-life-size statuary of Amenemhet III. In the case of the less extreme examples, stylistic 
groups are harder to define with confidence as a large number of the preserved heads/faces 
have no real distinctive qualities, no inscriptions, and no known provenance. 
I have chosen to survey the statuary of both kings in a different way, focusing first on 
known geographic series in order to define certain stylistic features that can, with some 
certainty, be associated with a specific site or temple. The locations of these series and the 
meaning behind certain stylistic choices reflect directly on the religious/political motivations of 
their installation. The stylistic groups presented for Senwosret III are more straightforward than 
those below, as the two major stylistic divisions, the Early Style and Later Style, were much more 
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visually apparent. A full typology of the Amenemhet III corpus will appear in Chapter Six; 
however, it is possible that the more distinctive geographic series relate to periods of co-rule, 
while the majority of the Humanized images come from Amenemhet’s sole reign.  
The Classic Sphinx Group (pls. XLII-XLIII) 
The Classic Sphinxes are not a traditional style group; I have separated them here to 
contrast their function with that of the Maned-Sphinx Group. There is a total of nine Classic 
Sphinx fragments, the details of which are presented above, in the iconography section.1866 The 
sphinxes of the classic style do not appear to have been constructed as dyads. Sphinxes of the 
Classic Style have a restrained, naturalistic modeling, a fully striated or partially tufted mane, a 
nemes, and a broad collar, with no evidence of a beard. They are in line with the traditions of 
the Old Kingdom. Sphinxes of the maned-style have abstract bodies with plastically modeled 
grooves, fully tufted manes, leonine ears, ruffs, and bearded human faces with high 
cheekbones, deep furrows, and projecting chins.1867 It is most likely that the sphinxes of the 
Classic Style were constructed individually to represent Amenemhet III alone.  
The Maned-Sphinx Group (pls. XLIV-XLVI) 
The development of the maned form stretches back to the Old Kingdom; the first 
preserved example is Cairo JE 35137, a female sphinx made of limestone and excavated at the 
funerary temple of Djedefra at Abu Roash.1868 The sphinx has a human face with a smooth lion’s 
mane and lion ears. The next instance, Pushkin 4951, depicts the pharaoh Merenre.1869 Here the 
                                                             
1866 Aleppo 384; Boston MFA 88.747; Cairo CG 388 and Cairo JE 41472; Damascus 471 and 473; Dubroff 
sphinx; Louvre E 10938; Naples 387  
1867 Freed, “Defending Connoisseurship,” p. 87. 
1868 Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pp. 62-63, pl. 83; PM III/1, p. 3. 
1869 J. Romano “Sixth Dynasty Royal Sculptures,” in N. Grimal (ed.), Les Criteres de datation stylistiques d 




king appears with a human face, a smooth lion’s mane, lion ears, and a tuft of fur framing his 
face; he wears a headband, low on the forehead, with a uraeus. This sphinx was comprised of 
schist and its inscription indicates that it was originally set up at Heliopolis. The earliest Middle 
Kingdom example is a fragment from Berlin (Berlin 22580), which preserves the upper corner of 
a face with a naturalistic lion’s mane.1870 The museum purchased the small fragment in 1925 
from an antiquities dealer in Giza, who suggested it was originally from Matariya. The banded 
eyes led Evers to date this fragment to Senwosret II.1871 However, based on her thorough 
examination of the statuary of Amenemhet II, Fay has dated the fragment to that king.1872 She 
has suggested that Berlin 22580 and Brooklyn 56.85, the head of a female sphinx, may have 
formed a pair, with one sphinx representing the king and the other a female member of the 
royal family. 
Evers has related the maned form of the sphinx to the animal nature of the lion, as the 
lion’s mane replaced the royal headdress.1873 Von Bissing has also called the style more wild and 
animal-like and he has suggested that the furrows crisscrossing the face were signs of age.1874 
Alternatively, Lange has proposed that this style represented a lion form of the god of 
Heliopolis, a modification of the original sphinx concept.1875 D. Wildung has made several 
observations about the meaning behind the maned form. He initially advocated that the maned-
sphinx emphasized both the individual portrait of the ruler and the power of the lion.1876 To him 
the classic sphinx represented a celestial animal, and portrayed the young, rejuvenated king 
                                                             
1870 Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pl. 53-54, 66. 
1871 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein II, par. 690. 
1872 Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pp. 26-7. 
1873 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 104. 
1874 Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 25-26. 
1875 Lange, Sesostris, p. 51. 
1876 Wildung and Grimm, Gotter Pharaonen, p. 198. 
428 
 
who emerged in the morning with the rising sun, while the maned-sphinx was oriented towards 
the present and depicted a pharaoh motivated by a realistic policy focused on the people of this 
world.1877 He saw the maned form as a new iconographic creation reflective of underlying 
religious issues.1878  
Wildung has proposed that the sphinxes originally stood in the sanctuary of Bastet in 
Bubastis until Rameses II and Psusennes I usurped them.1879 He has also related the concept of 
the maned-sphinx to Amenemhet III’s view of kingship, suggesting that the more idealized 
images of the king, such as Cairo CG 385, represented him as a god king, while the maned-
sphinxes portrayed him as a human.1880 Saleh has associated the manes with the king’s 
“impression of the irresistible power of the supreme authority.”1881 
While the style of Amenemhet III’s maned-sphinxes is quite distinctive, the above 
fragments indicate that this type was clearly not an innovation, but had appeared much earlier; 
although the Tanis Sphinxes are the most well-preserved examples.  Scholars have attributed 
this group of sphinxes to Amenemhet III based on style alone; important features include the 
sphinxes low foreheads, wide cheeks with high cheekbones, hooded eyes with heavy lids, thin 
pressed lips, and the horizontal notch over the fleshy part of the chin.1882 Based on his analysis 
of Cairo JE 87082, as discussed above, Habachi has proposed that the maned-sphinxes were all 
                                                             
1877 Wildung and Grimm, Gotter Pharaonen, p. 199. 
1878 Seidel and Wildung, “Rundplastik des Mittleren Reiches,” p. 238. 
1879 S. Einaudi has also proposed that the sphinxes came from the temple of Bastet. Bongioanni and Croce, 
The Treasures of Ancient Egypt, p. 121. 
1880 Wildung, “Übermensch und Menschensohn Bildnisse des Pharao,” p. 65. 
1881 Saleh and Sourouzian. Official Catalogue, Cat. 102. 
1882 Schoske, “Ein Mähnensphinx Amenemhets III,” p. 359. 
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originally set up as dyads with one sphinx representing Senwosret III and the other Amenemhet 
III.1883 
Aldred has placed the maned-sphinxes in his Stylized group, a sub-set of his Official 
Style.1884 He has stated that the stylized features of the bodies and the powerful modeling of the 
faces combined to create a rare fusion of human and animal.1885 Polz assigned the group to her 
Realistic-Expressive Style, based on their accentuated representation of the skeletal structure 
and muscle tissue of the face.1886 Freed grouped all the sphinxes of Amenemhet III into one of 
two categories, the Innovative style or the Classical style. 1887  The Classical sphinxes are those 
that derive from Old Kingdom models and displayed and a fully striated or partially tufted mane; 
the Innovative sphinxes had abstract bodies with plastically modeled grooves, fully tufted 
manes, leonine ears, ruffs, and bearded human faces. While the maned style of Amenemhet III 
is distinctive, Freed’s categorization is somewhat misleading as the maned-sphinx model also 
originated in the Old Kingdom. Connor placed this group in his Colossal Series/Monumental 
Style (Diss.) and Expressive Style (Nemtyhotep). 
The maned-sphinxes of Amenemhet III can be divided, based on material, into three 
basic sub-groups: the granodiorite sub-group (Cairo CG 393, 394, 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 
37468, JE 37469, JE 87082, RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4), the limestone sub-group (Cairo CG 
391 and Munich ÄS 7132), and the outliers (London BM EA 65506 and Munich ÄS 7133). There 
are some stylistic differences between the groups, but they most likely relate to the material 
used and the size of each object; the basic form of the mane and sphinx is the same for all, the 
                                                             
1883 Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered.”  
1884 Aldred, “Plastik,” p. 216 
1885 Aldred, “Plastik,” p. 216. 
1886 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 231 n. 24. 
1887 Freed, “Defending Connoisseurship,” p. 86. 
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only exception being the miniature sphinx in the British Museum. Nearly all of the examples of 
this type were originally carved as dyads. The Granodiorite Sub-Group includes the Tanis 
Sphinxes and the dyad from Bubastis; the traits of this sub-group are discussed above in relation 
to the “Tanis” Series.   
The Limestone Sub-Group is comprised of a single pair of sphinxes from ElKab. M. 
Gerbaut discovered Cairo CG 391 during his 1891 season at ElKab and dated it to the 12th 
Dynasty.1888 This sphinx and its pair, Munich ÄS 7132, differ somewhat from those found at 
Tanis. Schoske has identified their features as finer and has related the differences to the softer 
material.1889 According to Wildung, while Cairo CG 391 displays signs of age, Munich ÄS 7132 
depicts the king as a young adult, with smooth features and without the grumpy expression 
associated with his later years.1890 However, in light of Habachi’s arguments, it seems likely that 
the Cairo sphinx represented the senior coregent and the Munich sphinx the junior. It is also 
possible that Cairo RT 22/9/25/4 originally represented a limestone maned-sphinx; 
unfortunately, not enough of the image survives to tell what type of sphinx it depicted. 
The group of outliers is small and consists only of London BM EA 65506 and Munich ÄS 
7133, both of which are constructed from less traditional materials. The British Museum sphinx 
is miniature and made of obsidian, a material rarely used for royal statuary due to its exotic 
nature and its difficulty to work with. Both Warmenbol and Connor have dated this example to 
Amenemhet III, but Connor cautioned that it could also be a successor.1891 BM EA 66506 is the 
only example of the maned style without a beard. Munich ÄS 7133 is much smaller than the 
                                                             
1888 Maspero, Guide du Visiteur, p. 38, no. 139. 
1889 Schoske, “Ein Mähnensphinx Amenemhets III,” p. 359. 
1890 Wildung, “Übermensch und Menschensohn Bildnisse des Pharao,” p. 65. 
1891 Warmenbol, Sphinx, pp. 92, 208; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 68 
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other examples as well, though not quite as small as BM EA 65506. It is comprised of serpentine 
and was usurped during the 19th Dynasty. Due to the incomplete nature of the fragments it is 
also possible it depicted a successor.1892 
The resurgence of the maned-sphinx under Amenemhet III should be viewed as a direct 
reflection of the popularity of dyads at that time.1893 The significance of dyad usage and their 
relationship to coregency is detailed in Chapter Seven. The reasons behind the selection of the 
more leonine form of the sphinx is a matter that is still up for debate; however, when viewed in 
conjunction with the rest of the statuary of the late 12th Dynasty kings, I agree most with 
Wildung’s interpretation that the statuary of this period focused more on images that were of 
this world. It is important to note that sphinxes of the Classic Style were not used for dyads and 
therefore must have served a different ideological purpose during this period. 
The Under-Life-Size Heads  
A group of some 18 fragments preserving the king’s head or face are known and 
virtually all of them fit under Connor’s Humanizing umbrella. The only real way to look at these 
unprovenanced objects is in relation to their iconography and the style and execution of their 
facial features. The following style sub-groups are tentative, and it is possible that, more broadly 
speaking, this group of heads may represent the style of the sole reign of Amenemhet III – a 
theory that is explored more fully in Chapter Six. All of these heads share the same general traits 
of the reign; the main goal of this section is to try to better understand this corpus of material. 
The groupings below suggest that choice of material was sometimes a factor in the style and 
execution of each image’s facial features, namely in the case of those examples made of 
                                                             
1892 Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 71 
1893 See Section 7.1 on the role of dyads during this period. 
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greywacke. Other groups appear more arbitrary and may reflect the techniques of a single group 
of artists or workshop. 
Heads: Group 1 (pl. XLVII) 
These five heads1894 have a series of distinctive facial features including large almond 
shaped eyes with a beaded upper eyelid and two lines that come out from the inner canthi to 
form a small bag under the eye. The have a straight, flat nose with a very broad tip, and a small 
notch in the lower lip that divides the lip in half; all wear the nemes headdress. The most fully 
preserved example of the Group 1 style is Moscow 4757, which is preserved to the waist. The 
heads are comprised of either granodiorite (Cairo CG 487 and 488, Moscow 4757) or a dark 
shelly limestone (Cambridge E.2.1946, New York MMA 29.100.150), but all have a visible 
similarity. None of the heads have a known provenance, but it is possible that the lower lip is a 
workshop trait, as it appears to be exclusive to this group. 
Heads: Group 2a (pl. XLVIII) 
These heads include those Connor previously identified as his Greywacke Group, a sub-
set of his Humanized Style.1895 Connor identified same four transitions in each of the greywacke 
images marking the different planes of the face: the lower eyelid and cheek, the cheek and 
upper lip, and the lower lip and chin. In all three preserved cases the eyelids are represented 
with a distinctive beaded edge and the lips are sinuous with downturned corners. The face 
shape is generally more triangular, with a pointed chin and hollowed cheeks. In addition, all four 
are of extremely high quality in carving, polishing, and in the management of shadow and light. 
Connor has highlighted the contrast between the appearance of the greywacke statues and 
                                                             
1894 Cairo CG 487 and 488; Cambridge E.2.1946; Moscow 4757; New York MMA 29.100.150 
1895 Boston MFA 20.1213; Cairo RT 13/4/22/9; Copenhagen AEIN 924; Louvre N.464+Cairo CG 769 
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those in granodiorite and suggested that this group came from the same workshop, or at least 
the same point in the king’s reign.1896  
Heads: Group 2b (pl. XLIX) 
The heads of Group 2b are comprised of serpentine, diorite and granodiorite 
respectively, but are very similar to those executed in greywacke except the upper eyelids are 
heavier.1897 This designation is not meant to imply that all three examples were carved in the 
same workshop, but to show a continuity of style that is present in many cases across the 
divisions of material or find spot. Berlin 11348 is the most well-preserved, and includes the 
amulet necklace associated with Senwosret III; a possible indicator that it may have come from 
their period of coregency. 
Heads: Group 3 (pl. L) 
Group 3 includes two limestone heads (Bonhams 2003 and Boston MFA 1978.54) and a 
third possible head in ophicalcite that has similar features (Munich ÄS 6762). The limestone 
fragments have full faces and smooth, less emphasized features; their lips are plump and 
straight. In the only preserved case (Boston MFA 1978.54), the nemes is smooth. These two 
facial fragments are too small to draw any other conclusions. Wildung has suggested that 
Munich ÄS 6762 came from the Fayum and its chubby and childlike features represent the king 
as a young adult.1898 He has stated that the image is more idealized but contains many small 
asymmetries that reveal its true personality. Schoske has also commented on many of these 
                                                             
1896 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 365 n. 1170. 
1897 This group includes four main examples: Berlin 11348 (serpentine), Cairo RT 22/9/25/3 (granodiorite), 
London UC 14363 (diorite), and New York MMA 24.7.1 (granodiorite), as well as two possible additions: 
Philadelphia E6623 (too small to fully classify) and Hermitage 729 (mouth differs slightly). 
1898 Wildung, “Übermensch und Menschensohn Bildnisse des Pharao,” pp. 62-63; Altenmüller and 
Hornbostel, Das Menschenbild im alten Ägypten, p. 36. 
434 
 
features: the ears are unequal in size, the eyes are unequal as well and are set high on the face, 
and the mid line of the head does not coincide with that of the body.1899 According to Schoske, 
the sculptors of the late 12th Dynasty used variations to the basic rules without completely 
transcending them, to create a synthesis of old and new and to embed individual design into the 
classic style; they did not create more human types, but separate individuals.1900  
5.2.5 – Conclusions 
Schoske’s analysis of the Munich statue applies generally to each of these heads and 
encapsulates the problem with trying to group or classify much of the statuary of this period. 
While it is apparent that different materials led, by their very nature, to certain stylistic choices, 
each of these heads/fragments represents an individual not simply a one-off of the same 
perfected model. There are three additional heads that do not easily fit with one of the above 
groups: Chicago OIM 14048, the head from the Nubar Collection, and Beirut DGA 27574; other 
outliers include a belt fragment from Lisht (pl. LI). The lower halves of three seated statues also 
survive one from Deir el-Bahari as well as two of unknown provenance (Cairo CG 423 and 
London BM EA 35361); the inscriptions of the former refer to Horus of Nekhen while those of 
the latter reference Sobek-Shedty (pl. LII). 
5.3 - Conclusions 
While there is a general stylistic continuity between the reigns of Senwosret III and 
Amenemhet III, the iconographic analysis of both sets of material betrays several key differences 
that distinguish the statuary of each king. First, the preferred nemes style of Senwosret III is one 
of Polz’s A Forms, while under his son the B Forms are also common. The only statues of 
                                                             
1899 Schoske and Wildung, Ägyptische Kunst München, p. 34.  
1900 Schoske and Wildung, Ägyptische Kunst München, p. 34. 
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Amenemhet III to use nemes Form A.1, a plastic triple-stripe pattern, are Berlin 1121 and Cairo 
CG 385. The crowns of Amenemhet III are also distinctive; they occur most often without the 
headband, and with the sideburns fully integrated into the overall design. His uraeus style also 
differed; it was generally restricted to a body with an undecorated shield and a simple winding.  
The kings’ chosen accessories also varied. The statues of Senwosret III typically wore a 
distinctive amulet necklace, which only appears on four examples dating to Amenemhet III.1901 A 
broad collar or bare chest was more popular under Amenemhet III. In addition, bracelets appear 
more often on the statuary of Senwosret III. Features such as the kilt and belt were very similar 
for both kings, with limited visible differences, although, in the case of the belt buckle, those of 
Senwosret III were inscribed with his name. Virtually all of the seated statues of Senwosret III 
preserve the animal tail, but it appears only on Cairo CG 385 during the reign of Amenemhet III. 
It is interesting that the shared features seem to appear only in a few related cases. The seated 
statues of Senwosret III generally depict the right hand in a fist, while those of Amenemhet III 
consistently show both hands flat on the thigh, a trait that carried over into the Second 
Intermediate Period.1902 Throne style and inscription placement were similar for both kings; 
however, the nine bows appeared on nearly all seated statues of Senwosret and the only known 
preserved base of a striding statue, but under Amenemhet III they occur only on the Karnak 
Series. 
 In general, Amenemhet III was depicted in either an incised triple-stripe or plastic 
double-stripe nemes with a simple uraeus secured at the headband. He could be shown with a 
cross-wave beard but no amulet, bracelets, or animal tail. In his seated images his hands were 
                                                             
1901 Berlin 11348; Cairo CG 385; Fay 2003; Munich ÄS 6762 
1902 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III. Und Amenemhets III,” p. 247. 
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flat on his thighs and the nine bows were not depicted. In praying statues, he wore the short, 
sweeping kilt with a plastic double-stripe pattern. Important exceptions to this general pattern, 
which illustrated the iconography used under Senwosret III, were restricted and may be a sign 
that they were carved during the period of co-rule. Chapter Six includes a full analysis of these 
crossover traits. 
True geographic series are limited during the reign of Amenemhet III, with the largest 
being that from the king’s complex at Hawara. Many of the series also have certain formal 
qualities that distinguish them from the main corpus, particularly the Karnak Series, the Bubastis 
Series, and the pseudo-series from Tanis. The interplay between these series and their possible 
date within the reign will be refined further in the next chapter. Stylistic divisions are more 
difficult to determine in this corpus; therefore, it may be more useful to examine the statuary of 
Amenemhet III in regard to its position chronologically within his reign, i.e. – coregency with 















CHAPTER SIX: CHRONOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 
 
The previous chapters have presented both a comprehensive accounting of the 
evidence for the practice of coregency during the 12th Dynasty and a synthesis of the full corpus 
of royal sculpture dating to the reigns of Senwosret and Amenemhet III. The epigraphic and 
archaeological data in support of co-rule is such that the real possibility of an extended period of 
coregency between these two kings must be seriously considered. Acceptance of the proposed 
coregency implies a roughly 20-year period of overlap in artistic production. The aim of this 
chapter is to look at the broader context of this material and to propose a possible chronological 
sequence of development spanning from the accession of Senwosret III to the death of 
Amenemhet III. The following tentative divisions are based on geographic, archaeological, 
iconographic, and stylistic considerations that are difficult to explain without taking into account 
the evidence for co-rule during this period. 
6.1 – Statuary from the Sole-Reign of Senwosret III: The Early Style (pls. I, XII-XIV, 
XIX-XXI, LXI) 
 
Statues in the Early Style of Senwosret III are characterized by a relatively youthful, 
more serene expression with a wide, squat face and a smooth forehead. The bodies of these 
figures are also distinctive; they have a thicker torso that is much more in line with the statuary 
of Senwosret II. For those examples executed in the Early Style there is not such a sharp 
dichotomy between the face and the body, suggesting that a significant event in the reign of 
Senwosret III sparked a deliberate stylistic turn. The images most representative of the Early 
Style are those in the Brooklyn Group, but there are a number of other cases that are 
attributable to the sole reign of Senwosret III, although the latter are not as visually distinctive.  
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6.1.1 – The Brooklyn Group (pls. XIII-XIV) 
The Brooklyn Group includes: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, 
Brooklyn 52.1, Cairo CG 422, Detroit 31.68, Elephantine No. 103, Luzern K 411, Jaquet-Gordon A 
474, London UC14635, and Vienna AS 6. All are roughly the same size (c. 55 cm) and depict the 
king seated, wearing the shendjet kilt, bull’s tail, a bracelet on the right wrist, and Senwosret III’s 
signature amulet necklace. Each statue is dedicated to a different deity, who is associated with a 
particular sanctuary. The iconographic features of this group are very uniform, although there 
are some variants. Their bodies and facial features link them to the reign of Senwosret II, making 
it most likely that they come from early in the reign of Senwosret III.  
The form and style of this group suggests that, like all of his predecessors in the 12th 
Dynasty, Senwosret III found it important to link himself visually with his immediate predecessor 
and to ensure the diffusion of his image throughout the country. Connor and Fay have proposed 
that the Brooklyn Group may have commemorated the king’s coronation;1903 however, certain 
stylistic and iconographic features suggest that they could have reflected Senwosret III’s 
installation as junior coregent.  The evidence for co-rule between Senwosret II and III is very 
limited, but the precedent set by the other reigns of the dynasty indicates that a small period of 
overlap may have taken place. A second possibility, more in line with preserved data, is that at 
the time of his coronation, Senwosret III designed this series to echo his father’s rule in order to 
emphasize dynastic continuity despite the absence of coregency. It is unclear how large this 
group would have been, but it is possible that it included a number of additional 
representations.  
                                                             
1903 Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, p. 34 n. 160; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 334. 
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6.1.2 – The Serabit el-Khadim Series (pl. XII) 
In addition to the Brooklyn Group there are a number of other images which, based on 
their archaeological context, are attributable to the sole-reign of Senwosret III. The first are the 
statues in the Serabit el-Khadim Series.1904 Simpson has shown that during a period of co-rule 
the role of the senior member changed.1905 The preserved single-dated inscriptions indicate that 
the more political and functional aspects of kingship, such as military actions, mining/quarrying 
expeditions, and foreign relations were the domain of either the sole-king or the junior partner 
of a coregency. The images in this series were likely carved on-site, by members of mining 
expeditions dispatched under the authority of Senwosret III, an action that, in this case, would 
have been the prerogative of the sole king. 
The sanctuary of Serabit el-Khadim and the temple at Medinet Madi, are two of the only 
examples of divine temples of the Middle Kingdom that have survived (fig. 83).1906 The sanctuary 
is located at the top of the plateau near most of the turquoise mines. Tallet has distinguished 
two clear phases of development at the site, the most important of which corresponds to the 
late 12th Dynasty; the second phase occurs during the reigns of Thutmose I through Ramses VI in 
the New Kingdom. The original sanctuary was established during the reign of Senwosret I and 
consists of a rectangular enclosure of 70 x 37 m with an opening to the west. It appears to have 
been oriented towards an important topographic element in the east. Under Amenemhet II, the 
first version of the Chapel of Kings appeared to the north of the main sanctuary. This area was 
accessed through a new doorway constructed in the west wall of the enclosure, to the north of 
                                                             
1904 Boston MFA 05.195a-c; London BM EA 692 and EA 41748; Toronto ROM 906.16.11 
1905 Simpson, “The Single-Dated Monuments,” pp. 214-219. 
1906 Unless otherwise noted, this overview of the Serabit el-Khadim sanctuary follows: Tallet, Sésostris III 
et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, pp. 148-156. 
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the first. These two temples were likely organized around two parallels axes, leading to two 
distinctive cult areas. This method of organization was enlarged and expanded upon during the 
reigns of Amenemhet III and IV, who sent a considerable number of expeditions to the site. The 












Fig. 83 – Plan of Sanctuary Area at Serabit el-Khadim1907 
 
The original Speos is dedicated to Hathor, Lady of Turquoise; the relief decoration at the 
site occurred primarily during the reign of Amenemhet III. The Chapel of Kings, on the other 
hand, served to celebrate the reigning monarch; successive kings enlarged this area through the 
reign of Amenemhet IV. The chapel is located in an esplanade cut like the rock of the plateau, 
and equipped with a portico that contains four columns; the south wall bears an iconographic 
                                                             
1907 After Valbelle and Bonnet, Sanctuaire d’Hathor, p. 100.  
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program that emphasizes the legitimacy and continuity of royal power. For Tallet, the theology 
of the temple draws a parallel between the exploitation of the turquoise and royal legitimacy – 
as Hathor agrees to deliver the stone to the king, she confirms his authority over Egypt. This 
legitimation is taken further through the presence of the great ancestor, Snefru, the royal model 
of the Middle Kingdom.  
The site has produced many royal statues representing the king either in human form or 
in the form of a Horus falcon; the Chapel of Kings was the destination for most. Tallet has 
suggested that the statues bearing the names of Mentuhotep II, Mentuhotep III, Amenemhet I, 
Senwosret I, and Amenemhet II were grouped in the temple during its first construction phase 
beginning with the reign of Amenemhet I, while those images of the Senwosret II and III came 
over time in conjunction with the expeditions of those two kings. For Tallet, the role of these 
images was essential, they highlighted the ceremonies that took place in the sanctuary of 
Hathor and they underscored the cycle of legitimacy represented on the walls of the chapel. 
6.1.3 – Additional Images (pls. XIX-XXI) 
In addition, there are a small number of one-off or unprovenanced examples that do not 
easily fit within one the categories considered in Chapter Four; many are heavily damaged, so it 
is unclear how they fit in to the king’s reign, these include: the Biga Island statue, Tod Magazine 
T.2486, the two statues from Ezbet Rushdi, and London UC 14343. The period of Senwosret III’s 
sole reign seems to have been one of artistic continuity, during which the main focus of the king 
was on presenting an image of dynastic permanence throughout the country. It is possible that 
Senwosret III intended these images to complement existing temple programs and to increase 
his visibility throughout the country. The Biga Island statue for example likely relates to 
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Senwosret III’s interest in the First Cataract region and its deities.1908 It is possible that more 
images of this nature existed that were either destroyed, repurposed, or remain undiscovered.  
6.2 – Statuary from the Coregency of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III: The Later 
Style of Senwosret III/Early Coregency Style of Amenemhet III (pls. I-XI, XV-XVIII, 
LXII-LXIII) 
 
Statues of the Later Style reveal a sharp stylistic turn that is present in both the faces 
and bodies of each image. The Later Style is more complex and includes examples that likely 
represented the king at a range of ages. In the most accentuated instances, the face of the king 
appears long, gaunt, and weighed down through the use of very exaggerated bags under the 
eyes, deep nasolabial folds, and a highly emphasized musculature around the mouth. The bodies 
of the Later Style are also distinctive; they are slimmer, with a muscular torso and pronounced 
ribs, a style that continues into the reign of Amenemhet III, confirming their chronological 
position. In addition, Radtke’s work reveals that the ears of the Medinet Madi, Deir el-Bahari, 
and Karnak Series of Senwosret III are most similar to the Hawara and Karnak Series of 
Amenemhet III, while those of the Brooklyn Group differed from the other preserved remains.   
Images in the Later Style include: the Abydos Series, the Deir el-Bahari Series, the 
Karnak Series, the Medamoud Series, the Semna Series, and the Quartzite Group. The facial 
modeling of these statues displays a range of ages, but their bodies always remain the same. 
Three basic sub-types are present: the youthful sub-type, the intermediary sub-type, and the 
aged sub-type (pl. II). The typical features of the youthful sub-group include: an oval face, a 
uniformly full and straight mouth, large almond-shaped eyes, and a full, smooth face. The aged 
sub-group differs dramatically, the facial surface is more articulated, with highly emphasized 
bags under the eyes and very round, deeply set eyeballs, that can at times appear to be bulging. 
                                                             
1908 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 127.  
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Diagonal furrows stretch down from the inner corners of the eyes and the nostrils, giving the 
face a very long and hollowed appearance and the musculature of the mouth is prominent. 
Further, the lips of this sub-group are distinctive; they are unusually thick in the center and 
terminate in two downturned points with the lower lip sticking out further than the upper. The 
chin and lower jaw of these figures is much more prominent, giving the face a different shape 
than those examples of the youthful sub-type. While it is easy to categorize these two more 
extreme types, the other images in the Later Style are less distinctive and appear to fall at 
various intermediary points on the age spectrum. 
The Later Style represents a new phase of artistic production with the goal to 
dramatically increase the visual presence of Senwosret III throughout the county, particularly in 
the south. While others, including Connor, have related this shift to the policies or ideology of 
Senwosret III, the king’s political concerns seem fairly well established at the beginning of his 
reign and there are no obvious shifts in his royal doctrine. If such a pivotal change had occurred, 
one might have expected Senwosret III to adopt a new titulary, like a number of his 
predecessors, including Amenemhet I;1909 although, an argument from silence is never 
convincing. However, if one looks at this artistic turn as a representation of Senwosret III’s newly 
attained status as senior coregent, the need for a new royal image and for a program of 
commemoration becomes more manifest.  
6.2.1 – The Abydos Series of Senwosret III (pls. III-IV) 
 The statuary from Abydos falls into two sub-series: the Osiris Temple Series and the 
South Abydos Series; based on the iconography of the preserved remains as well as the location 
of the latter group, it is clear that both were executed in the Later Style and therefore, most 
                                                             
1909 Do. Arnold, “Amenemhat I and the Early 12th Dynasty at Thebes,” p. 18.  
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likely come from the period of co-rule. Further, if one accepts any form of coregency between 
these two kings, then the proposed date for the construction of the South Abydos funerary 
complex of Senwosret III, detailed here in Chapter Two, makes it certain that the statuary from 
that site dates to the coregency period.  
6.2.2 – The Deir el-Bahari Series of Senwosret III and the Karnak Series of Amenemhet III (pls. V-VI, 
XXXIV-XXXV) 
 
The Deir el-Bahari Series of Senwosret III consists of seven statues all in the same 
attitude of prayer and executed in the Later Style.1910 While the precise position of their 
installation remains unclear, they were most likely arranged on an upper terrace of the temple 
of Mentuhotep II in association with an image of the aforementioned king. Each of the four 
preserved faces has distinctive features. The most accentuated example, London BM EA 686, 
clearly conveys the image of old age; it has a heavy lower jaw, accentuated eyes and wrinkles, 
and the characteristic lip form associated with the aged sub-group.1911 Its lips are in contrast to 
the style of the other two sub-groups in which the mouth appears straight across and the lips 
uniformly full; this is the style present on the other Deir el-Bahari faces. The appearance of the 
remaining examples is more rounded and smooth, giving them a generally more youthful look; 
they are of the intermediary type. Three faces from the series are missing and, based on the 
statuary from Medamoud, it is most likely that at least one would have portrayed the youthful 
sub-type. 
While the style of this series confirms its position as late in the reign, it is also possible it 
may have related to the Sed-Festival of Senwosret III. Mentuhotep II added a Sed Festival 
                                                             
1910 London BM EA 684, BM EA 685, BM EA 686, BM EA 768, Cairo RT 18/4/22/4, and two headless torsos 
located on site. 
1911 Other examples include: Louvre E 12961 (Medamoud), Fitzwilliam E.GA.3005.1943 (Medamoud), 
Abydos SA.2090 (Abydos), and Kansas City 62.11 (Quartzite Group). 
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sanctuary in the center of the hypostyle hall and the wall decoration in that area preserves the 
first known image of a god as a recipient in the mortuary temple of a king. This indicates that 
the temple at Deir el-Bahari was not just a mortuary temple, but a precursor to what became 
the Mansions of Millions of Years in the New Kingdom.1912  The close connection between royal 
cults, Mansions of Millions of Years, and the celebration of the king’s Sed-Festival is further 
emphasized at Deir el-Bahari through the addition of a series of royal statues added to the 
causeway and forecourt of the temple; Arnold has related these to the celebration of the king’s 
Sed-Festival, in his Year 39. It is possible, that the prominence of the Sed-Festival and the 
importance of Mentuhotep II as an ancestor sparked Senwosret III’s interest in the site.  
The Karnak Series of Amenemhet III is comprised of eight examples1913 all depicting the 
king in the same attitude as the Deir el-Bahari Series of Senwosret III. The features of the group 
are distinctive from the other images of Amenemhet III; they have elongated faces with a 
forward lower jaw, an accentuated, down-turned mouth, and a muscular body that emphasizes 
the chest and torso, giving the king a young firm body that is slim, geometric, and naturalistic – 
not unlike the representations of Senwosret III in the Later Style. The Karnak Series shares a 
number of iconographic features with the statuary of Senwosret III that are not generally 
present in the corpus of Amenemhet III, most significantly, the presence of a bracelet on the 
right wrist and the inclusion of the nine bows (pl. LIV).  
                                                             
1912 Di. Arnold, “Royal Cult Complexes of the Old and Middle Kingdom,” in B.E. Shafer (ed.), Temples of 
Ancient Egypt (London: I.B. Tauris Publishers, 1997), pp. 31-85, pp. 74-75. 




A total of 11/601914 human representations of Senwosret III preserve the right wrist 
area, of these 71915 wear a bracelet, 31916 do not, and 11917 is too eroded to tell. Those wearing a 
bracelet include examples from the Early and Later Styles, showing that the trait was present 
throughout his reign. The data suggests that a simple bracelet was a part of the iconographic 
repertoire for under-life-size and life-size seated statues of the king; unfortunately, the wrist 
area is not well preserved in the other statue types. To the contrary, the existing evidence from 
the reign of Amenemhat III shows that in a majority of examples a bracelet was not depicted; 
10/ 711918 human representations preserve the wrist area and of those only 31919 wear a simple 
bracelet. For various reasons, it is most likely that these three statues, Copenhagen AEIN 1482, 
Cairo CG 42015, and Luxor J.117, all come from the period co-rule.  
The Cairo and Luxor examples are part of the Karnak Series, while the dyad from 
Copenhagen comes from the Hawara Series, another group likely from the coregency. Vandier 
first highlighted what he called a father/son resemblance1920 between the Deir el-Bahari and 
Karnak images and Lorand1921 suggested the former served as the model for the latter. 
Alternatively, Freed has argued that the statues were made around the same time and in the 
same workshop.1922 The presence of a bracelet on two of the examples in the Karnak series, 
                                                             
1914 Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, Boston MFA 05.195a-c, Brooklyn 51.2, Cairo 
CG 422, Cairo CG 42011, Cairo CG 42012, Cairo CG 42013, Cairo JE 66569, Louvre E 12960, J-G A 474 
1915 Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, Brooklyn 52.1, Cairo CG 422, Cairo JE 66569, 
Louvre E 12960, J-G A 474 
1916 Boston MFA 05.195a-c, Cairo CG 42011, Cairo CG 42012 (Those without bracelets include a rather 
crude statue from Serabit el-Khadim and the two colossi from Karnak). 
1917 Cairo CG 42013 
1918 Berlin 1121, Cairo CG 385, CG 392, CG 42015, JE 43104, JE 43289, Cleveland 1960.56, Copenhagen 
AEIN 1482, London BM EA 1063+1064, and Luxor J.117. 
1919 Cairo CG 42015, Copenhagen AEIN 1482, Luxor J.117. 
1920 Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 197-198. 
1921 Lorand, Sésostris III Pharaon de Légende, p. 31. 
1922 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 107 
447 
 
lends support to Freed’s theory. In addition, while the nine bows are a common feature of both 
the seated and standing representations of Senwosret III, that was not the case for his son.1923 A 
total of 15/71 human representations preserve the area of the feet and of those only two 
examples (Cairo CG 42019 and Luxor J.117), both from the Karnak Series, depict the nine bows. 
It is interesting to compare Cairo CG 42019 and CG 769, two bases of roughly the same size that 
depict Amenemhet III in an identical attitude and with a very similarly placed inscription – the 
only real difference is that the Karnak example includes the nine bows, while the latter does not.  
The Karnak statues are not identical to those of Senwosret III; they are smaller, they 
wear a shorter kilt with simplified pleating, they have distinctive facial features, and they are 
adorned with a broad collar (pl. LIV). However, as Connor has noted, they are also distinctive 
from the other statuary of Amenemhet III.1924 It is conceivable, that the artists used the broad 
collar, a more common feature of the statuary of Amenemhet III, and the other identifying 
characteristics to visually distinguish the images of one king from those of the other.  
It is possible, that the Deir el-Bahari and Karnak Series represented a joint 
commemoration in honor of Nebhepetre-Mentuhotep II. Along with his series of statuary, 
Senwosret III erected a large stele at the western end of the temple, close to the entrance of the 
passage leading to the subterranean sanctuary.1925 The granite stele, now in Cairo (JE 38655), 
likely stood in a shrine or naos (fig. 84).1926 It’s lunette preserves two scenes depicting Senwosret 
                                                             
1923 The area is preserved on 12 examples dating to Senwosret III, with 10 displaying the nine bows 
(Baltimore WAG 22.115 and London BM EA 692 have other anomalous features). The area is preserved on 
11 examples dating to Amenemhet III, with only Cairo CG 42019 and Luxor J.117 displaying the nine bows.  
1924 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 363. 
1925 For more on Cairo JE 38655 see: Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 134; Hirsch, Kultpolitik 
und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 94, 315-317, No. 211; E. Naville, “The XIIth Dynasty and 
the Worship of Neb-Hepet_Ra,” in Naville et al. XIth Dynasty Temple, I. pp. 58-59. 
1926 Naville, “The XIIth Dynasty and the Worship of Neb-Hepet_Ra,” p. 58, pl. XXIV. 
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III wearing the same garments as the statues in the series and presenting offerings to Amun, in 
one case, and Mentuhotep II, in the other.1927 Hirsch has suggested that the scenes represented 
Senwosret III and his living ka.1928 The stele’s text records an inscription for the priests of the 
temple of Amun at Karnak and Mentuhotep II at Deir el-Bahari, instructing that they should 
establish offerings for Mentuhotep daily and on specific occasions.1929 It is possible that the stela 
relates to both the series of Senwosret III set up at Deir el-Bahari and that of Amenemhet III at 
Karnak. Further, the second horizontal line of the main inscription expresses the wish of 
Senwosret III to perform millions of Sed-Festivals, possibly indicating that it was inscribed during 
the latter part of his reign. 
 If, as Freed has posited, these two sets of statuary were carved at the same time and in 
the same location, it is conceivable that they were also designed for a similar purpose. Even 
Connor, a noted coregency skeptic, has stressed that the similarity of the number, material, 
gesture, and physiognomy of these two groups, as well as their positioning on both sides of the 
river, should not be dismissed.1930 While it is possible that the Karnak Series served as an 
homage to Senwosret III, the distinctive style of the images and the overlap of certain 
iconographic features reveal that it is most likely that these two sets of images were carved at 




                                                             
1927 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 134. 
1928 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 94. 
1929 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 134.  



















Fig. 84 – Cairo JE 386551931 
 
6.2.3 – The Karnak Series of Senwosret III (pls. VII-VIII) 
 Both of the Karnak sub-series, the Karnak Colossi and the Karnak Sphinxes, are executed 
in the Later Style and therefore are attributable to the period of co-rule. While it is possible that 
the Later Style appeared prior to the coregency, the close similarity between the face of New 
                                                             
1931 Image by author, courtesy of the Egyptian Museum, Cairo 
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York MMA 17.9.2 and the examples of the Quartzite Group, a group that almost certainly comes 
from the latter half of the king’s reign, suggest that the sphinxes share a similar date. Further, 
the likelihood that Luxor J.34 depicted the king in a Sed-Festival garment strengthens the case 
for placing all of this material within the period of co-rule.  
6.2.4 – The Medamoud Series (pls. IX-X) 
 The statues from the Temple of Montu at Medamoud form the largest of the geographic 
series dating to the reign of Senwosret III and come from the only temple in Egypt built entirely 
by Senwosret III.1932 The site of Senwosret III’s temple was not previously occupied by any of his 
Middle Kingdom predecessors, indicating the desire of the king to leave his own mark in the 
Theban region.1933 The temple’s inscriptions record a reciprocal arrangement between Montu 
and Senwosret III in which the former caused the latter to be king in return for offerings and the 
construction of an altar. The significance of the god Montu is linked to the success of Egypt’s 
11th Dynasty; Delia proposed that Senwosret III’s interest in the deity may also have been 
related to his military pursuits.1934 
 A dominant feature of the temple was the Sed-Festival portal, now in Cairo (JE 56497) 
(pl. XXIV). The lintel depicts two images of Senwosret III beneath a winged sundisk, each seated 
within a kiosk, dressed in the Sed-Festival robe, and wearing the red and white crowns 
respectively.1935 On either side of the lintel there is a human-armed standard surmounted by 
                                                             
1932 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 135.  
1933 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 135. The site of Medamoud was home to earlier 
structures and was one of a group of important cities with temples dedicated to the cult of Montu. Kemp 
has remarked on the existence of an Old Kingdom, Preformal, temple that may reflect the presence of an 
even earlier shrine at the site. Kemp, Anatomy of a Civilization, pp. 131-134.  
1934 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 136.  




Seth of Ombos (left) or Horus of Behdet (right) that is presenting the king with “millions of 
years.”1936 The lintel and door jambs also record the wishes of the gods for life and stability for 
the king and for smn gnwt.k [m] Hbw-[sd] – “establishing your records [with Sed]-Festivals.” 
Delia and Vandier have suggested that the construction of the temple may have related to the 
celebration of the king’s Sed-Festival.1937  
The preserved faces of this series portray the full range of Later Style sub-types, 
indicating that it may have been designed to commemorate the full reign of Senwosret III and to 
portray him both as sole king and senior coregent. This commemorative aspect, as well as the 
use of the chronologically later style, fit well with an attribution to Year 30 or later, which would 
fall well within the period of co-rule. In addition, an image of the king’s father, Senwosret II, and 
a seated statue of his wife found at the site further underscore a desire to memorialize his 
life.1938   
6.2.5 – The Nubian Statuary (pls. XI, XXI) 
All three of the Semna statues come from the local temple dedicated to the Nubian god 
Dedwen and the deified Senwosret III, which was built primarily during the reign of Thutmose 
III.1939 Senwosret III’s activities in Nubia are the best-documented aspect of his reign, making it 
possible to establish a chronological framework of his activities in the region.1940 The first 
inscription dates to Year 6 and comes from Aswan; it suggests that the king may have had an 
interest in Wadi el-Hudi or further south.1941 Additional inscriptions include: two at Sehel, one in 
                                                             
1936 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 137. 
1937 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 137; Vandier, Manuel II, p. 630.  
1938 The seated statue of Senwosret II is in PM V, p. 140 and that of his wife is PM V, p. 148.  
1939 Caminos. Semna-Kumma I, p. 9. The series includes: Khartoum 447 and 448 and Boston MFA 24.1764. 
1940 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 24.  
1941 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 24; Petrie, A Season in Egypt, pl. IX, no. 262; De Morgan, 
Catalogue I, no. 169.  
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Year 8 and the other undated1942; a private stela from Elephantine dated to the king’s Year 8 or 9 
(London BM 852)1943; the Year 8 Semna Stela (Berlin 14753)1944; two inscriptions from the Dal 
Cataract from Year 101945; an inscription at Aswan from Year 10 or 121946; the Year 16 Semna 
(Berlin 1157) and Uronarti (Khartoum 451) Stelae1947; an inscription at Amada possibly from Year 
181948; an inscription at Uronarti from Year 19 (Khartoum 2683)1949; the Stela of Sasetet (Geneva 
D 50), which mentions the king’s Year 19 campaign in Nubia1950; the Ikhernofret Stela (Berlin 
1204), which also refers to the Year 19 campaign1951; the stela of Montuemhet  (Boston MFA 
29.1130), whose date is uncertain1952; the stela of Sobekhu (Manchester 3306), undated1953; and 
two undated graffiti from Gebel Agg1954. There are also scenes of Nubian activities at the 
Dahshur pyramid complex and at the temple at Medamoud.1955 In addition, Senwosret III 
                                                             
1942 Year 8: Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 24; PM V, p. 250. Undated: Delia, A Study of the 
Reign of Senwosret III, p. 26; PM V, p. 250; Habachi, “Was Anukis Considered as the Wife of Khnum or as 
his Daughter,” ASAE 50 (1950), pp. 501-507.  
1943 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 28; PM V, p. 242. 
1944 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 33; PM VII, p. 151. 
1945 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 39-40. 
1946 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 40-42; Petrie, Season, pl. XIII, no. 340. 
1947 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 42-77. Semna: PM VII, p. 151. Uronarti: PM VII, p. 143; 
Janssen, “The Stela (Khartoum Museum No. 3) from Uronarti,” JNES 12 (1953), pp. 51-55.  
1948 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 77; A. Weigall, A Report on the Antiquties of Lower 
Nubia: (the first Cataract to the Sudan frontier) and their Condition in 1906-1907 (Oxford: University Press, 
1907), p. 101, pl. LIII, no. 1. 
1949 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 77-79; PM VII, p. 144; Dunham, Uronarti, pp. 33-34, pl. 
XXV. 
1950 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 79; PM V, p. 101; Simpson, The Terrace of the Great 
God, pl. 4. 
1951 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 80; PM V, p. 97; Simpson, The Terrace of the Great God, 
p. 1. 
1952 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 81-85; PM VII, p. 145; Janssen, “La stele de 
Montouemhat trouvee a Semna,” Archive Orientali 20 (1952), pp. 442-445; Dunham, Uronarti, p. 57, pl. 
90; Simpson, The Terrace of the Great God, p. 28; Blumenthal, Untersuchungen, G 3.29. 
1953 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 85-88; PM V, p. 66; Simpson, The Terrace of the Great 
God, p. 31.  
1954 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 88-89; Weigall, Report, p. 125; Simpson, Heka-Hefer 
and the Dynastic Material from Toshka and Arminna (New Haven, 1963), pp. 36, 38, fig. 31.  
1955 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 89-90. 
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contributed to the network of Nubian fortifications; his presence is the most apparent at the 
Semna fortress, which bore his name.1956  
 Based on his analysis of the dated material Delia reconstructed the following summary 
of Senwosret III’s work in and focus on Nubia.1957 Significant action likely began in Year 8 with 
the campaign against Kush, work on the Sehel canal, construction at Elephantine, the 
establishment of the southern boundary at Semna, and a series of regulations regarding the 
NHsy. At least one expedition occurred in Year 10 at which time Senwosret III reached Dal, his 
furthest point of access. The next date is Year 16, which is associated with the completion of the 
fortress at Uronarti and the installation of the Semna and Uronarti Stelae. The two stelae from 
Semna are distinctive.1958 The first has a more regulatory tone, while the second is a much more 
personal appeal for the defense of Senwosret III’s own boundary. Delia characterized the former 
as reflective of trade and diplomatic relations and the later of hostility and propaganda. This is 
problematic as the Year 16 account does not make it clear if he had lost the boundary or if it had 
simply been remade anew. Another problematic piece of the puzzle is the Year 19 campaign 
against Kush. Many scholars have attributed the Middle Kingdom interest in Nubia to economic 
motives,1959 but for the reign of Senwosret III, it seems that policing and possibly extending the 
southern boundary was equally important. 
                                                             
1956 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 91. 
1957 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 98-107. 
1958 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 99. 
1959 T. Säve-Söderbergh, Ägypten und Nubien: ein Beitrag zur Geschichte altägyptischer Aussenpolitik 
(Lund: Hakan Ohlsson, 1941), pp. 80-98; W.B. Emery, Egypt in Nubia (London: Hutchinson, 1965), p. 141; 
W. Helck, Wirtschaftsgeschichte des alten Agypten im 3. Und 2. Jahrtausend vor Chr. (Leiden: Brill, 1975), 
pp. 192-94; B. Trigger, Nubia under the Pharaohs (London: Thames and Hudson, 1976), pp. 65-68; J. 
Vercoutter, “The Gold of Kush,” Kush 7 (1959), pp. 133-135.  
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Tallet has linked the Year 16 campaign of Senwosret III with the inauguration of his new 
fortress at Uronarti.1960 He has stated that the accents of the king’s speech as recorded on the 
Semna and Uronarti stelae are striking and they are perhaps the only known documents that 
reflect the rules of eloquence and rhetoric of the period, giving a real insight into the personality 
of the king.1961 The main body of the text highlights the qualities of the king as a military leader, 
while the last part of his speech is to his successors on the throne and to the soldiers who are 
responsible for defending the frontier.  
Tallet has linked the similarity of this section with the texts of the First Intermediate 
Period, in which each nomarch had to be a leader of men.1962 He also recognized a new 
Napoleonic focus in the personal relationship between the king and each individual fighting for 
the frontier.1963 The one who retreats is a coward, unworthy of the king, whereas the victorious 
soldier can recognize a filiation with him: all this allows for the appearance of a national 
consciousness. He has likened this further to the contemporary royal hymns that praise 
Senwosret III. Regarding the statue described in the inscription, Tallet suggests that the figure 
would have served as the physical manifestation of the limits of Egypt and would also have had 
a moral element related to the text.1964 
Evidence for the cult of the deified Senwosret III comes from a number of sites in Nubia 
and dates mostly to the Second Intermediate Period and early New Kingdom, these sites 
include: Gebel Docha, Kumma, Semna, Uronarti, Shelfak, Mirgissa, Buhen, Faras, Gebel al-
                                                             
1960 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 45.  
1961 For his full accounting of the text see: Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, pp. 45-48.  
1962 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 47.  
1963 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 47.  
1964 Tallet, Sésostris III et la fin de la XIIe Dynastie, p. 48.  
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Chams, Gebel Agg, Ibrim, Al-Lassiva, and Amada.1965 According to El-Enany, Nubia was the 
principal stage for the worship of Senwosret III, although some monuments have also been 
found in Egypt.1966 His cult differs from that of many other deceased pharaohs in that he is 
represented in a number of regions in Egypt and was omnipresent in a high number of sites in 
Nubia over a wide area spanning the north and south. In Nubia, he was considered a god to 
whom temples and chapels could be dedicated. El-Enany found that Senwosret III is the only 
deceased pharaoh to have received these divine privileges. In addition, he concluded that, while 
the cult of Senwosret III in Nubia was particularly popular during the reigns of Thutmose III and 
Amenhotep II, it is likely that it began during the Second Intermediate Period, or even during the 
king’s own lifetime.1967  
The work of van Siclen at Uronarti helps to shed light on the potential deification of 
Senwosret III during the Middle Kingdom.1968 The chapel at Uronarti is located just outside of the 
North Gate of the enclosure wall of the fortress, tucked into the buttressing of the wall (fig. 85). 
The original plan of the fortress included a temple within the enclosure wall, just inside the 
south gate, but the area was vacant during the reign of Senwosret III.1969 Van Siclen has divided 
the progression of the chapel into four main phases. The pre-chapel phase represents the 
founding of the fortress, which occurred no later than Senwosret III Year 16.1970 During Phase 1, 
a space was constructed in the wall that included a sandstone niche designed to hold the statue 
of Senwosret III found at Uronarti; this phase falls between Senwosret III Year 16 and the reign 
                                                             
1965 C.C. van Siclen, The Chapel of Sesostris III at Uronarti (San Antonio: CC. Van Siclen, 1982), p. 56; K. El-
Enany, “Le "dieu" nubien Sésostris III,” BIFAO 104 (2004): 207-213. 
1966 El-Enany, “Le “dieu” nubien,” pp. 212-213.  
1967 El-Enany, “Le “dieu” nubien,” p. 212.  
1968 C.C. van Siclen, The Chapel of Sesostris III at Uronarti (San Antonio: CC. Van Siclen, 1982). 
1969 van Siclen, The Chapel, p. 15.  
1970 It is likely the fortress was founded earlier and then either enlarged or rebuilt by Senwosret III. 
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of Amenemhet III. Phase 2 begins with the abandonment of the previous phase after the Second 
Intermediate Period, followed by significant rebuilding and expansion during Year 8 of 
Amenhotep I. In Phase 3, Thutmose III and Hatshepsut invested a great deal in the structure, 
during their period of coregency. Van Siclen has proposed that the cult of the chapel was 






                                                                                                                                





Fig. 85 – The Chapel of Senwosret III at Uronarti1972 
 
Senwosret III’s military activities as sole-king make it possible that the Semna and 
Uronarti images were set up in connection with his actions in Nubia; however, the presence of 
the Sed-Festival garment on one of the statues from Semna (Khartoum 447) and another from 
Uronarti (Khartoum 452) suggests that, at least those two images, came from the period of co-
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rule and possibly reflected the divinization of Senwosret III in Nubia. This would fit with van 
Siclen’s timeline for the establishment of the small exterior chapel at Uronarti. Further, the 
preserved facial features of Boston MFA 24.1764 appear to be executed in the Later Style, 
cementing the link between the preserved Semna images and the latter half of the reign of 
Senwosret III. It is possible that Khartoum 448, which depicts the king in a kneeling position, 
related to Senwosret III’s work at the site as sole-king. Due to his strong military and personal 
presence at site, it is highly likely that he installed statuary there throughout the course of his 
reign. It is also possible that the Sed-Festival statuary and Boston MFA 24.1764, were associated 
with the deification of the king and his subsequent worship, which would have most likely 
occurred during the period of coregency.  
6.2.6 – The Quartzite Group (pls. XVI-XVIII) 
The chief significance of this stylistic group is its chronological position. Oppenheim has 
attributed all of the quartzite statuary to the second half of the reign of Senwosret III.1973 She 
argued that although quartzite sculptures are known from the early and mid 12th Dynasty, there 
is an apparent increase in its usage from the middle of the reign of Senwosret III on.1974 This 
surge is exemplified by the fact that the burial chambers under Senwosret III’s pyramid at 
Dahshur are constructed of limestone and red granite, while those at South Abydos are 
limestone and quartzite.1975 In addition, masses of quartzite come from the South Temple at 
                                                             
1973 Oppenheim, Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 22-25, p. 79. 
1974 Oppenheim, Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 22-25, p. 79; See also: R.E. Freed and J.A. Josephson “A 
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Dahshur and quartzite sarcophagi were found in the tombs of the royal women there, both of 
which date to late in the king’s reign.1976 
 Sedimentary quartzite is a sandstone in which the sand grains are so tightly cemented 
by quartz that the rock breaks across the grains, not around them.1977 Egyptian sources of 
quartzite are widespread in the Eastern and Western Deserts and can occasionally be found in 
the Nile Valley.1978 There are only two known ancient quarries – Gebel el-Ahmar near Cairo and 
an area located between Gebel Tingar and Gebel Gulab near Aswan, both were worked during 
the Middle Kingdom.1979 Based purely on visual analysis, Wegner has suggested that the 
quartzite used for the South Abydos statues of Senwosret III likely derived from the quarry near 
Aswan, as it appears to have a finer grain without a significant inclusion of pebbles, like the 
quartzite from Gebel el-Ahmar.1980 He has highlighted the logistical effectiveness of sites in 
southern Egypt using the quarries at Aswan. However, as discussed in Chapter Four, the 
quartzite for this series most likely came from Gebel el-Ahmar.1981 
 Wegner has remarked on the significance of red quartzite at the South Abydos complex 
and has related it to the well-known solar connotations of the stone, whose array of colors may 
have been thought to represent the daily journey of the sun.1982 Scholars have linked red 
                                                             
1976 Di. Arnold, The Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III, pp. 15, 33-38, 61, 63, 77-82, 99, 105 
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quartzite in particular to the setting sun.1983 The highpoint of quartzite usage for royal statuary is 
the reign of Amenhotep III, whose mortuary temple at Kom el-Hetan included the Colossi of 
Memnon and at least 14 other royal statues all made of red quartzite.1984 The inscriptions on the 
images focus on the solar aspects of the king and may have served to associate him with the Re-
Atum at the point in which the sun merges with Osiris in the underworld.1985 
 Wegner’s work at South Abydos reveals that Abydos QS1 and QS2 were originally set up 
flanking the central axis of the king’s cult temple; therefore, strategists may have intentionally 
chosen the stone for the same reasons as Amenhotep III, to associate Senwosret III with the 
setting sun as it merges with the Akhet.1986 Wegner has also stated that, given the centrality of 
the solar-cycle to the conception of the royal afterlife, the symbolism of the stone was firmly 
rooted in the function of the temple, thus tying the images to the overall design of the funerary 
complex. Red quartzite was also used in the lining of the king’s burial chamber at the site as well 
as the innermost rooms of the subterranean tomb; the cost and labor involved in the use of this 
material indicates that it was selected deliberately and for a specific programmatic purpose.1987 
This indicates a relationship between the statues and the king’s burial compartments that 
Wegner has related to the association of the deceased king and the setting sun, the indivisibility 
of the king and the solar cycle, and the solar associations of the king’s death and rebirth. 
 In addition, there is an area of approximately 5,000 sq. m. between the temple 
cemetery and the tomb of Senwosret III with a series of dense deposits of red-brown quartzite 
                                                             
1983 A. Kozloff and B. Bryan, Egypt’s Dazzling Sun: Amenhotep III and His World (Cleveland: Cleveland 
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chips with occasional fragments of granite and granodiorite; Wegner labeled the area the 
quartzite debris field.1988 The field likely served as a locus for the working of quartzite and 
granite, which were used extensively in the tomb of Senwosret III and those nearby. There do 
not appear to be any structures associated with the area, although more excavations are 
needed to further define the purpose and structure of the zone. It is possible the area was used 
to dress stones for the tombs or to breakdown the existing structures for reuse.1989 Two 
quartzite lintels, most likely from the site of Heliopolis, further emphasize the importance of 
quartzite during the reign of Senwosret III.1990 The blocks come from separate lintels; 
unfortunately, virtually nothing is known about what temple may have existed at the site. 
As discussed in Chapter Two, construction at the South Abydos complex of Senwosret III 
was likely initiated in his Year 19, meaning that virtually all of the work at the site took place 
during the coregency period. The statues of the Quartzite Group, especially those examples with 
preserved faces, are all very uniform in style and as such were likely carved in the same 
workshop before possibly being spread throughout the country. The faces are all of the aged 
sub-type; they have very round bulging eyes, two pronounced wrinkles between the brows, long 
gaunt features, and the characteristic form of the mouth – overly full at the center, terminating 
in two down-turned points, with the lower lip slightly forward. The homogeneity of this group 
coupled with the particulars of the use of quartzite during the reign of Senwosret III establish a 
firm chronological connection between the Later Style and the end of the king’s reign. 
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6.2.7 – The Hawara Series of Amenemhet III (pls. XXIX-XXXIII) 
The site of Hawara consists of a brick pyramid built by Amenemhet III and a temple, 
known from Classical sources as the Labyrinth; there are also extensive cemeteries nearby 
dating from the Middle Kingdom to the Roman period. The site is located just southwest of the 
city of El-Fayum, at the point where the Bahr el-Yussef enters the Fayum depression (fig. 57).1991 
Despite the diversity of interpretations of the layout of the Labyrinth, there is no overall 
consensus on what the building looked like or even its exact location. It is safe to say that the 
Labyrinth consisted of a large structure with a complex and confusing internal design, located to 
the south of the pyramid of Amenemhat III at Hawara; anything else is speculative (fig. 86). 
Blom-Böer’s detailed analysis of the entirety of the sculptural remains from Hawara 
reveals that the majority, some 30 examples, come from under-life-size limestone statues that 
depicted the king in various aspects and in association with divinities of the Fayum such as 
Sobek-Shedty or Renenutet.1992 She likened the remains at Hawara to the South Temple of 
Senwosret III at Dahshur, considered by its excavators to be a Mansion of Millions of Years.1993 
She has highlighted the pre-eminence of the god Sobek of Shedyt, and has placed him in the role 
of Amun in the Theban mortuary temples of the New Kingdom. There is evidence of a cult 
devoted to the king's ka, of his Sed-Festival, and possibly of the presence of a divine Ennead 
made up of local deities and ancestors. Lorand has noted that the preserved relief and sculptural 
fragments meet the criteria for a Mansion of Millions of Years including the presumed legal 
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independence of the complex and the existence of a distinct architectural space.1994 Blom-Böer 
concluded that the Labyrinth served as both a Mansion of Millions of Years for the living king 










Fig. 86 – Map of Hawara including the  
find spot of the granite shrines1995 
 
 
In order to situate the temple chronologically a very brief review of the development of 
the funerary complexes of these two kings, as proposed in Chapter Two, is necessary.1996 
Construction at the Dahshur complex of Senwosret III began early in his reign, with its first 
iteration mirroring the style of previous 12th Dynasty rulers. Next, after the coronation of 
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Amenemhet III, that king designed his own Dahshur complex continuing the same early 12th 
Dynasty tradition. Sometime soon after the original layout of the Dahshur complex of 
Amenemhet III, building was renewed at the pyramid of Senwosret III and several new 
developments occurred, including the construction of the South Temple. In addition, the 
initiation of the South Abydos complex of Senwosret III likely occurred in that king’s Year 19. 
Finally, Amenemhet III abandoned his complex at Dahshur for a new funerary establishment at 
Hawara, incorporating elements of both the South Temple from Dahshur and the subterranean 
tomb of Senwosret III at South Abydos.1997 The royal sarcophagi of the period also echo this 
developmental sequence.1998 While it is unclear precisely when construction began at Hawara, 
Di. Arnold1999 has suggested that it occurred sometime shortly after a catastrophic collapse at his 
Dahshur complex that occurred in Amenemhet III, Year 15 (Senwosret III, Year 34), which would 
leave a period of roughly five years for the execution of the series of statuary in question. 
As noted in the previous chapter, the most important pieces of statuary in relation to 
the coregency are Cairo CG 385 and the two dyads, Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 1482. 
Many scholars have related CG 385 to the difficulties in establishing a chronological sequence 
for the statuary of Amenemhet III. Polz initially speculated that statues of her Youthful Sub-
Type, which includes CG 385, came from early in the king’s reign, and a change in iconography 
occurred over time.2000 However, based on the date of the Hawara complex to Amenemhet III 
Year 15 and the mention of Sobek of Shedyt, she ultimately concluded that the type could not 
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be dated to the beginning of the reign and must have represented a recourse to the earlier, 
more idealizing tradition.  
Based on the youthful appearance of the statue and the iconographic similarities 
between this image and those of Senwosret III, Freed initially proposed that the statue might 
have been carved during the period of coregency.2001 However, like Polz she too has questioned 
whether it truly reflected the youth of the king. Ultimately, Freed sides with Polz that the image 
betrayed a return to the traditional, ageless, and ideal image of the king. Connor too dated the 
image to Amenemhet III’s Year 15 and therefore has dismissed it as an early representation of 
the king.2002 
Fay proposed that the statuary of both kings represented a range of ages, with certain 
series depicting various ages within a single group.2003 According to Fay, despite the weariness 
expressed by the eyes, the face of Cairo CG 385 is firm and young which could mean that it was 
sculpted at the beginning of the reign; however, she too finds that date is improbable because it 
comes from Hawara.2004 Fay then suggests that this statue may have been part of a series of 
works showing Amenemhet III at a range of ages carved late in his reign; while this suggestion is 
possible, the totality of the evidence suggests that the youthful images of Amenemhet III relate 
to his role as junior coregent. Fay has also proposed that the image may have expressed the 
more traditional conception of the king as eternally youthful or his rejuvenation after his Sed-
Festival.2005 While rejuvenation is certainly associated with Sed-Festival imagery, it cannot 
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explain the presence of particular iconographic features that are clearly associated with the 
statuary of Senwosret III.  
The major flaw in these arguments is the assumption that the statues depicted the 
king’s actual age at the time of construction.  A review of the scholarship related to Amenemhet 
III and his father reveals that while these images may have preserved elements of each king’s 
individual identity, their purpose was to convey the ideals of kingship during the late Middle 
Kingdom, not the king’s true physical appearance.2006 If one accepts a long period of co-rule, 
then Amenemhet III’s Year 15 would still fall into the first phase of his reign. This opens up the 
possibility that statues from the coregency were designed to reflect a youthful coregent with 
many of the same features as his father. An additional example of this more youthful style, Fay 
2003, likely comes from Hawara as well.2007 Fay originally attributed the image to Amenemhet III 
and has described the features as juvenile, similar to those of Cairo CG 385. In both cases the 
king wears the amulet necklace traditionally associated with Senwosret III.  
A series of dyads from Hawara are also attributable to the period of coregency; scholars 
have traditionally dated the Hawara dyads to the reign of Amenemhet III. Petrie originally 
suggested that both figures represented a king, although he did not specify whom.2008 Evers 
then identified the right-hand figure as either a god or the royal ka.2009 Due to the presence of 
the ankh symbol, Vandier also defined the figure as a god.2010 Previously, scholars believed that 
the act of presenting an ankh was restricted to deities; however, it is clear that by the Middle 
                                                             
2006 See Chapter Three, Section 3.1.3. 
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466 
 
Kingdom, this was no longer the case.2011 A number of individuals followed Evers’ second 
suggestion, that the figure represented the royal ka, these include Wildung2012 and Eaton-
Krauss.2013 Similarly, Seidel has proposed that the statue with the nemes represented the king, 
while the other represented his divine nature and therefore functioned like a god.2014  He has 
indicated that the shrines were part of a cult dedicated to both the living king and the king as a 
god. 
When the Ny Carlsburg Glyptotek first acquired Copenhagen AEIN 1482, Mogens dated 
the piece to the 13th Dynasty and suggested that a successor of Amenemhet III who had visited 
the Labyrinth had it constructed to depict himself receiving life from his ancestor.2015 This is 
similar to Habachi’s initial assessment, that the figures represented a deified Amenemhet III 
presenting life to a 13th Dynasty king,2016 a suggestion that Obsomer2017 and Jorgensen2018 have 
followed. To the contrary, Mogensen has proposed that the figures were a double 
representation of Amenemhet III in two different functions, possibly as the king of Upper and 
Lower Egypt.2019 In his 1949 study of group statues depicting the king and one or more deities, 
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Scharff stated that the Hawara Dyads depicted two representations of the same king, not the 
king and a god.2020 Uphill and Lloyd have also suggested that both figures represented 
Amenemhet III.2021 
Uphill has based his reconstruction of the Labyrinth on what he terms a non-visual 
analysis; that is, an examination of all the literary and documentary evidence both 
archaeological and other and the use of comparative material from sites contemporary to 
Hawara, such as other 12th Dynasty pyramid complexes.2022 He suggested that the Hawara Dyads 
came from a hall similar to those found in Old Kingdom pyramid temples from the time of 
Snefru on and also found in the temple of Senwosret I at Lisht, located just before the statue 
room.2023 He has proposed, in light of these older examples, a row of five shrines running east-
west, with the larger, Copenhagen example being in the center, flanked by four slightly smaller 
shrines. Uphill has discounted the reconstruction of Obsomer and has suggested that it was 
based on flawed methodology as it was not founded on an analysis of the remains or the 
primary, Egyptian, sources.  
More recently, the idea that the right-hand figure might be a god has reappeared. 
Lorand related the dyads to Laboury’s discussion of group statues in which the king performs a 
ritual action in favor of a divinity.2024 In relief, the sovereign is depicted facing the divinity with 
his arms straight, hands open, and palms facing down on a triangular kilt. For Lorand, the two 
                                                             
2020 Scharff, “Gott und König in Agyptischen Gruppenplastiken,” in Studi in memoria di Ippolito Rosellini nel 
primo centenario della morte (4 giugno 1843), I (Pisa: V. Lischi, 1949), pp. 301-321, pp. 309-310. 
2021 E. Uphill, Pharaoh’s Gateway to Eternity: The Hawara Labyrinth of King Amenemhet III (London: 
Keagan Paul International, 2008), p. 25; A.B. Lloyd, “The Egyptian Labyrinth,” JEA 56 (1970): 81-100, p. 90. 
2022 Uphill, Pharaoh’s Gateway, p. 10. 
2023 Uphill, Pharaoh’s Gateway, p. 42. 
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Hawara dyads function in an identical manner.2025 However, the dress and pose of the praying 
royal figure was well established during the late 12th Dynasty as expressed in the Deir el-Bahari 
Series of Senwosret III, the Karnak Series of Amenemhet III, and a granite shrine dating to 
Sobekhotep IV.2026 Both the pose and the style of dress for the praying type are distinctive from 
the image on the Hawara Dyads. In addition, Lorand’s suggestion that the proposed deity may 
have been Sobek-Shedty is also flawed, as that god was never depicted in a fully 
anthropomorphized form.2027 
Roeder was the first to suggest that the dyads depict coregents;2028 Habachi then 
identified the figures as Amenemhet III and IV.2029 Ryholt likened the dyads to a representation 
of Amenemhet III presenting life to the falcon on the Horus name of Sobeknefru,2030 leading him 
to suggest that the dyads were designed to commemorate the selection of Amenemhet IV as 
coregent.2031 In 2002, Rita Freed offered a slightly more nuanced interpretation.2032 In light of 
the altar of Hawere, discussed in Chapter Two, Freed has proposed that the dyads actually 
showed Senwosret III and his junior coregent (fig. 19).  Although she has acknowledged that it is 
possible the statues depicted Amenemhet III and IV, Freed has pointed out several reasons why 
this is unlikely. First, the presence of Amenemhet IV would necessitate that the statues were 
carved at the very end of the reign of Amenemhet III, when his mortuary temple would have 
most likely been completed.2033  
                                                             
2025 Lorand, “(I. Blom-Boer) Review,” p. 178. 
2026 Leiden AM 109-a. 
2027 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, pp. 59-60. 
2028 G. Roeder, “Thronfolger und König Smench-ka-Re,” ZÄS 83 (1958): 43-74, p. 51 no. 6. 
2029 Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” pp. 87-88. Ryholt then proposed they commemorated 
the selection of Amenemhet IV as coregent (Ryholt, The Political Situation, p. 209).  
2030 L. Habachi, “Khata’na-Qantir: Importance,” ASAE 52 (1954): 443-562, p. 464 [9], pl. XIV-XV.  
2031 Ryholt, The Political Situation, p. 209. 
2032 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 108-109. 
2033 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 109. 
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Freed has also highlighted the proposed number of dyads, linking it with the series of 
seven empty and undecorated shrines from the temple at Qasr el-Sagha, which the excavators 
have dated to the reign of Senwosret II.2034 The temple at Medinet Madi, which dates to 
Amenemhet III and IV also has multiple shrines, but in that case there are only three, prompting 
Freed to propose that the greater number of shrines may imply an earlier date as five or seven 
are known from Old Kingdom and Middle Kingdom contexts.2035 However, it is much more likely 
that the number of shrines related to the function of the structure, not its date. Polz and Connor 
both dated the dyads to Amenemhet III alone. Neither has addressed the issue of co-rule; 
Connor, in particular, does not believe that coregency was practiced during the 12th Dynasty. 
Comparative materials for the dyads are limited, as no direct parallels are known. The 
closest examples depict Niuserre (Munich ÄS 6794) and Neferhotep I (Cairo CG 42022) (pls. LVI-
LVII). The Niuserre dyad is much smaller and is the only known double statue with two images of 
the same king from the Old Kingdom.2036 The figures appear striding forward with their arms at 
their sides; both are dressed and styled identically and identified as Niuserre. The exact 
provenance of the piece is unknown, but it is possible that it was originally found in the Delta2037 
or in association with the pyramid complex or sun temple of Niuserre at Abusir.2038 
                                                             
2034 Di. and Do. Arnold, Der Tempel Qasr el-Sagha (Mainz am Rhein: von Zabern, 1979), pp. 20-21. 
2035 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 110. 
2036 K. Grzymski, “Royal Statuary,” in Egyptian Art in the Age of the Pyramids (New York: MMA, 1999), p. 
55. 
2037 In a personal communication with Freed, P. Lacovara revealed that the dealer who sold the statue said 
it came from the Delta. R. Freed, “An Addition to the Corpus of Old Kingdom Royal Statuary,” in M. 
Schade-Busch (ed.), Wege öffnen: Festschrift für Rolf Gundlach zum 65. Geburtstag, (Wiesbaden: 
Harrassowitz, 1996), pp. 49-52, p. 51 n. 24. 
2038 Based on the content of the preserved relief scenes from the site, D. Wildung originally suggested the 
piece came from the king’s sun temple at Abu Ghurab (Wildung, Ni-user-re. Sonnenkonig – Sonnengott, 
(Schriften aus Ägyptischen Sammlung vol. I, 1984), 15th page); however, Eaton-Krauss has questioned 
Wildung, as both the pyramid complex of Niuserre and his sun temple were excavated by Borchardt. She 
suggested it is possible that the statue came through illicit activities at the funerary temple of Neferefre in 
Abusir, where the Czech mission uncovered a number of contemporaneous pieces (M. Eaton-Krauss, 
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Based on small differences he observed in the facial features, Wildung has argued that 
the figure on the left was more youthful and the figure on the right, older.2039 He has linked the 
images with the relief work from the king’s sun temple, which references an earthly king who 
needs renewal and rejuvenation, leading him to conclude that the older image represented the 
terrestrial ruler and the younger, the sun god, reflecting the duality of Egyptian kingship.2040 
Schoske has suggested that the differences in age reflected the two ideals of kingship; she 
related the appearance of this type of image to the prominence of the sun cult, the cyclical 
nature of the sun, and the cycle of birth and death.2041 Alternatively, Verner has proposed that 
the statue commemorates the king’s Sed-Festival, older before and more youthful after.2042  
The prominence of the sun cult is not a valid explanation for the Hawara Dyads. It is 
possible that they could have commemorated the Sed-Festival of Amenemhet III; however, the 
differences in the iconography of the two figures suggest something more. In addition, the 
striking absence of this statue type prior to the late 12th Dynasty indicates that dyads likely had a 
function specific to that period of time.2043 Eaton-Krauss classified the Munich statue as a 
                                                             
“Pseudo-Groups,” in Kunst des Alten Reiches: Symposium im Deutschen Archäologischen Institut Kairo, am 
29. und 30. Oktober 1991 (Mainz am Rhein: von Zabern, 1995), pp. 57-74, pl. 14-19, p. 67 n. 65). Verner 
has categorically ruled this out due to the tight supervision of the site in question and a lack of evidence 
for illicit digging (Verner, “Once More to Niuserre’s Dyad (München, ÄS 6794),” Egyptian Museum 
Collections around the World, Vol. 2 (eds. M. Eldamaty and M. Trad; Cairo: Supreme Council of Antiquities, 
distributed by the American University in Cairo Press, 2002), pp. 194-203, n. 6). He has also questioned 
why such an important object would be installed at his brother’s complex when his own was so nearby. 
2039 Wildung, Ni-user-re. Sonnenkonig – Sonnengott, 5th page. He notes that the left figure has a taut face 
with wide-open eyes, a high head and a horizontal shoulder line, while the right figure has a flabby face 
with deep-set eyes, drooping shoulders, and a sagging belt – both bodies are generally the same.  
2040 Wildung, Ni-user-re. Sonnenkonig – Sonnengott, 15th page.  
2041 S. Schoske, Egyptian Art in Munich, (Munich: Staatliche Sammlung Ägyptischer Kunst München, 1993), 
Cat. 6; S. Schoske, “Eine ägyptische Kunstgeschichte. Rundgang durch die Ägyptische Sammlung 
München,” in: Staatliche Sammlung ägyptischer Kunst München, (1995), p. 44 and fig. 44. 
2042 Verner, “Once More to Niuserre’s Dyad,” pp. 194-203. 
2043 For more on this theory, see Chapter Seven.  
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pseudo-group.2044 Pseudo-groups generally appear amongst the private statuary of the Old 
Kingdom; the Niuserre statue is her only royal example.2045 She echoed Vandier’s conclusion that 
pseudo groups were inspired by rock-cut statuary and that the invention of both forms related 
to the desire of the tomb owner for a multiplicity of three-dimensional images; neither explains 
how this may have been relevant to royal statuary.2046 As far as the Hawara Dyads, they do not 
fit the definition of a pseudo-group as the two figures are interacting with one another.   
Eaton-Krauss also acknowledged the work of M. Müller, who suggested that the faces of 
the Niuserre figures are too damaged to draw any conclusions about differences that may have 
been present.2047 Müller also indicated that a comparison with the known royal statuary of the 
Old Kingdom argues against the distinction of differing ages in images of the king. While that is 
true, her argument is somewhat tenuous, as this is the only known example of this particular 
statue type. However, if one looks to the late Middle Kingdom for comparison, it is clear from 
multiple examples that the statuary of Senwosret III depicted the king at differing ages. Having 
seen the Munich dyad, I do not think it is possible to distinguish between the two 
representations due to damage from corrosion and breaks on the surfaces of both faces; 
whatever differences may exist are not as visually evident as those in the statuary of Senwosret 
and Amenemhet III.  
                                                             
2044 Eaton-Krauss, “Pseudo-Groups,” p. 57. 
2045 Her catalogue includes 32 total examples, with 15 that depict two standing or striding male figures, 
ranging in date from the start of the 5th dynasty or slightly earlier to the end of the 6th Dynasty/First 
Intermediate Period (See Cat. Nos. 1-15).  
2046 Vandier, Manuel III, pp. 85-90, Eaton-Krauss, “Pseudo-Groups,” pp. 58-60. 




The shrine of Neferhotep I was discovered in the Karnak Cachette2048 and depicts two 
striding figures of the king set into a roughly rectangular opening with no architectural 
elements; it is inscribed on the inside of the back wall, the front and insides of the sidewalls, and 
the ceiling. Seidel has suggested that the image most likely represented the two facets of 
kingship – the king as a god and the king as a man.2049 Unlike the Hawara Dyads, the iconography 
of the two images appears to be identical.2050 Nevertheless, its date may offer additional 
support for the theory that the former represent Senwosret III and Amenemhet III.  
Based on a series of observations, Wegner has proposed that Neferhotep I may have 
deliberately tried to associate himself with Senwosret III.2051 Recent excavations at South Abydos 
led by Wegner and McCormack suggest that Neferhotep I had his tomb constructed near the 
enclosure wall of Senwosret III’s tomb.2052 He, like Senwosret III, also seems to have had a very 
personal interest in the cult of Osiris at Abydos. In addition, he had a series of inscriptions 
carved at Sehel Island, which are almost identical to the Sehel inscriptions of Senwosret III. It is 
also interesting that the shrines depict Neferhotep I with both the amulet necklace of Senwosret 
III and a broad collar, the type of ornament preferred by Amenemhet III. He also wears a triple-
stripe nemes headdress, the pattern most popular for Senwosret III.  
 The most likely parallel for the content of the dyads is the altar of Hawere, from Serabit 
el-Khadim (fig. 18).2053 The altar dates to Amenemhet III, Year 6 and records the names and 
                                                             
2048 Cairo CG 42022 (JE 37497) – limestone; H = 100 cm, W = 165 cm. For more see: Seidel, Die königlichen 
Statuengruppen I, pp. 112-113, No. 49; PM II, p. 166. 
2049 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, p. 113. 
2050 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, p. 113. 
2051 J. Wegner and K. Cahail, “Royal Funerary Equipment of a King Sobekhotep at South Abydos: Evidence 
for the Tombs of Sobekhotep IV and Neferhotep I?.” JARCE 51 (2015): 123-164, pp. 159-161. 
2052 Wegner and Cahail, “Royal Funerary Equipment,” p. 123. 
2053 Gardiner, Inscriptions of Sinai I, pl. 25 (no. 89), and Inscriptions of Sinai II, pp. 96-97; Murnane, Ancient 
Egyptian Coregencies, p. 10; Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat III, pp. 303-309; Wegner, “The Nature 
and Chronology,” pp. 271-272. 
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images of both Senwosret III and Amenemhet III. The front depicts Amenemhet in the white 
crown presenting a table of offerings to Hathor, and the back illustrates Hathor presenting life, 
stability, and dominion to Senwosret, who is wearing the khat. Murnane, Delia, Leprohon, and 
Obsomer have all questioned whether Senwosret III was being portrayed as living or 
deceased.2054 However, there is nothing in the scene to suggest that he was not a living king, as 
an identical scene on another altar from the site depicts the living Amenemhet III.2055 Wegner 
has highlighted the fact that the altar represents the roles of these two kings differently, 
possibly due to the coregency.2056 While it is true that the altar is only partially preserved, the 
scenes provide a strong parallel for the iconography of the Hawara dyads, suggesting that they 
could also have depicted two living kings. 
The key difference between the Hawara dyads and the other double statues is the 
decision to differentiate between the two figures. The first, and most obvious instance is the 
headgear. Eaton-Krauss has examined the role of the khat headdress through the New Kingdom 
and her work on the subject further enlightens the analysis of these objects. The khat headdress 
was likely a type of hood or scarf that held the hair loosely in the shape of a bag.2057 It is similar 
                                                             
2054 Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 10; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 239-241; Leprohon, The 
Reign of Amenemhet III, p. 309; Obsomer, “Sesostris III et Amenemhat III,” p. 391. Leprohon has objected 
to the usefulness of the altar, since it is only partially preserved. The type of scene in question, depicting 
Hathor and Sewnosret III, does not occur on any other 12th Dynasty object prior to the reign of 
Amenemhet III and the recipient of a god’s gifts does not necessarily have to be living. In addition, all of 
the other inscriptions of Hawere from Serabit el-Khadim mention only Amenemhet III, which led Delia to 
conclude that while he most likely served both kings, it is difficult to determine a coregency based on this 
alone. Obsomer has analyzed this scene as well, and his interpretation is similar to that of the double-
sided stele of Sehetepibre from Abydos (Cairo CG 20538), which he believes depicted Senwosret III as 
Osiris and Amenemhet III as living. 
2055 Gardiner, Sinai, vol. I, pl. 26 (no. 83) and pl. 36 (no. 116) is also similar. 
2056 Amenemhet III is shown as the dedicator of the monument, whereas Senwosret III is a recipient of 
gifts from Hathor. Wegner, “The Nature and Chronology,” p. 272. 
2057 M. Eaton-Krauss, “The Khat Headdress to the End of the Amarna Period,” Studien zur Altägyptischen 
Kultur 5 (1977): 21-39. For more detail on its construction and form see: E.L.B. Terrace and H.G. Fischer, 
Treasures of the Cairo Museum, from Predynastic to Roman Times (London: Thames & Hudson, 1970), p. 
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to the nemes, as both were rectangular scarves laid across the forehead and fastened at the 
nape of the neck; with the main difference being the presence of lappets for the nemes. The 
word xA.t is very rare, and is only attested three times, all during the Middle Kingdom; in each 
case the term appears on a Middle Kingdom coffin in association with the frieze d’objets.2058 
Based on her analysis of the visual evidence, Eaton-Krauss determined that the khat and the 
nemes formed a complimentary pair, as in all three representations the two appear side-by-
side.2059 She has stated further, that the depiction of these two headdresses on the Hawara 
dyads further cements this complimentary relationship.  
Unfortunately, Eaton-Krauss’ conclusions on the role/importance of the headdress 
during the Middle Kingdom are somewhat vague as the evidence is limited. However, her 
assessment that the khat and nemes formed a complimentary pair furthers the theory that the 
Hawara dyads represented two kings who also formed a complimentary pair. A lintel from the 
funerary temple of Amenemhet I at Lisht North provides additional evidence for the use of the 
khat during a period of coregency (fig. 10).2060  The remains preserve two antithetical scenes 
depicting Senwosret I, wearing the khat and presenting offerings to Amenemhet I, who wears 
the red, and presumably white crowns respectively.2061 Excavators also uncovered a series of 
                                                             
109; Vandier, Manuel III, p. 302; C. Aldred, “The Statue Head of a Tuthmoside Monarch,” JEA 39 (1953): 
48-49, p. 48; W.C. Hayes, The Scepter of Egypt, pt. II (New York: Harper/MMA, 1953), p. 97; Borchardt, Der 
Portratkopf der Konigin Teje (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1911), pp. 6-8; H.E. Winlock, “Ancient Egyptian 
Kerchiefs,” BMMA 11 (1916): 238-242; Bonnet, “Die Königshaube,” ZAS 54 (1918): 79-86, pp. 80-83; G. 
Jequier, Les frises d’objects des sarcophages du moyen empire (La Caire: IFAO, 1921), pp. 3-8. 
2058 Cairo CG 28034, Berlin 45, and New York MMA 12.183.11; Eaton-Krauss, “The Khat Headdress,” p. 24. 
2059 Eaton-Krauss, “The Khat Headdress,” p. 25. 
2060 Cairo JE 31878. Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, pp. 93-95, fig. 14; Gautier and Jequier, Memoires sur les 
fouilles de Licht, p. 93, fig. 111; Eaton-Krauss, “Zur Koregenz Amenemhets I. und Sesostris’ I.,”, p. 42, fig. 1; 
Berman, Amenemhet I, pp. 181-182. 
2061 Murnane, Eaton-Krauss, Berman, and Simpson have all suggested that the images indicate co-rule. 
Murnane, Coregencies, p. 4; Eaton-Krauss, “Zur Koregenz Amenemhets I. und Sesostris’ I.,” pp. 43-44; 
Simpson, “The Single Dated Monuments of Sesostris I,” pp. 214-219. 
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additional blocks that juxtapose the titulary and figures of both kings reused in the foundations 
of the substructure of the pyramid, indicating that the reliefs dated earlier than the death of the 
king.2062 These scenes support the idea that different styles of headgear were used to draw a 
distinction between two coregents.  
The use of complimentary pairings in relation to Senwosret III and Amenemhet III is not 
limited to the visual sphere. As I discussed in Chapter Two, Cairo Stele CG 20691 (fig. 14) records 
the names of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III along with a pair of epithets designed to 
distinguish two living kings and to associate them with the foremost deities of Abydos, Osiris 
and Wepwawet, presenting them as a complementary pair. This stela was likely connected with 
the joint commemoration of these two kings, who both had cults located at South Abydos. 
The final distinctive iconographic element is the presence of a bracelet on the right wrist 
of the right-hand figure of the Copenhagen dyad; the bracelet is not present on the Cairo 
example. As reviewed above, a simple bracelet was a part of the iconographic repertoire for 
under-life-size and life-size seated statues of Senwosret III, but only appears on three2063 
examples from the reign of Amenemhet III – two from the Karnak Series and the third from the 
Hawara Dyads. Further, as stated, it is likely that the Karnak Series of Amenemhet III also dates 
to the period of co-rule. The presence of a bracelet on the right-hand figure of the central 
Hawara dyad adds additional support to the theory that it too was carved during the period of 
co-rule.2064  
                                                             
2062 These include: New York MMA 08.2009, 09.180.113, and 08.200.10, see Chapter Two, fig. 9. 
2063 Cairo CG 42015, Copenhagen AEIN 1482, Luxor J.117. 
2064 In addition, two of the other statues from the Hawara complex, Cairo CG 385 and Fay 2003, also share 
distinctive iconographic features with the statuary of Senwosret III that suggest they too were carved 
during the period of co-rule. 
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To summarize, Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 1482, represent what was once a 
series of 5-9 over-life-size granite shrines installed in the temple of Amenemhet III at Hawara. 
Archaeological evidence from Dahshur indicates that construction likely began at Hawara 
around Amenemhet III Year 15/Senwosret III Year 34 or earlier, which falls towards the end of 
the coregency period. The iconography of the dyads, particularly that of the Copenhagen 
example, suggests that the right-hand figure represented Senwosret III, while that on the left 
represented Amenemhet III. Unfortunately, the faces are not well-preserved making any 
comparison based on age or other facial features impossible. 
6.2.6 – Conclusions: 
The statuary from the reign of Senwosret III betrays a variety of political and ideological 
strategies designed to convey dynastic unity, to exhibit the king’s uniqueness and creativity, and 
to display royal power and prestige. Statues in the Early Style are attributable to the king’s sole-
reign and exhibit a continuation of the style of Senwosret II with whom Senwosret III may or 
may not have shared a very brief period of co-rule. Regardless, these more reserved images 
served to memorialize Senwosret III’s coronation and to disseminate an image of dynastic 
continuity throughout the country. Other representations that likely come from the period of 
sole-rule, such as those from Serabit el-Khadim, suggest a policy of enhancement during the first 
half of Senwosret III’s reign.  
The sharp dichotomy between the Early and Later Styles suggest two distinctive phases 
of sculptural production.2065 The first, represented by the Early Style, was more limited in scope; 
it presented the king with the iconography of his father, and was designed to reflect a specific 
ideological message. The second, embodied by the Later Style, was considerably larger in scale 
                                                             
2065 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 352. 
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and contained a more diverse repertoire of image types and sizes clearly intended for a much 
broader audience. Connor has related this increase in production to a number of factors 
including economic growth, the king’s focus on building and enrichment, and the need to 
disseminate a new political and ideological message.2066 However, given the evidence for 
coregency, it is conceivable that the clear division between these two groups reflects the need 
for the senior king in an uncharacteristically long period of co-rule to visually define his new role 
and to commemorate his reign throughout the country.   
It is interesting that the majority of the statuary attributed to the coregency period 
seems to be in the form of series designed to convey a range of ages. The only apparent 
exception to this would be the Quartzite Group, but since the provenance for much of the group 
is unknown, it remains unclear exactly how that material fits in with larger picture. During the 
coregency period, the images of both kings appear to contrast youth and old age as a way of 
distinguishing between the two partners; those images of Senwosret III in the Later Style show 
him with more accentuated facial features, while those from early in the reign of his son are 
fuller, smoother, and generally more rounded. This distinction would have served to present the 
two as a complimentary pair, not to depict their biological ages.  
The data analyzed in Chapter Three indicates that beginning with the reign of Senwosret 
I the early statuary of each king was very closely related to that of his father, then evolved as the 
reign progressed; however, there are no known statue series similar to those of Senwosret III. 
Fortunately, there are number of examples from the private statuary of the Old Kingdom that 
may reveal the meaning behind these images. A progression of at least four statues from the 
                                                             
2066 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 352; Connor, “Portrait royal,” p. 16; Connor, “Pierres et 
statues,” p. 2 n. 2. He has noted that the same increase also appears in the field of private statuary. 
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serdab of Inti-Shedu at Giza show the deceased at key stages of his life, including youthful, 
intermediate, and aged examples, indicating that this trend dates back to at least the 4th 
Dynasty.2067 Additional examples from the 6th Dynasty including the statues from the tombs of 
Meryre-Ha-Ishetef at Sedment and Tjetji at Akhmim illustrate the continuation of this 
practice.2068 Statue groups of this type remained popular into the First Intermediate Period.2069 
Further, the presence of two or more statues depicting the deceased at varying ages echoes a 
theme that is commonplace in the relief work of 6th Dynasty private tombs.2070  
J. Richards’ reanalysis of the late Old Kingdom tomb of Weni the Elder at Abydos reveals 
that his serdab also contained a series of three small limestone statues that depicted the him at 
the most important stages of his life.2071 Richards has stated that the images served to echo the 
transitions described in writing in Weni’s autobiography; a two-dimensional rendering of Weni 
in the lower left-hand corner of his inscription further emphasizes his final phase in life. The 
decorative program of Weni’s tomb served to display his various identities in text, relief, and 
sculpture, communicating them with his tomb’s visitors both verbally and visually and creating a 
clear picture of the entirety of his life.2072 
It is probable that the statue series of the Later Style of Senwosret III worked in the 
same manner. They visually conveyed the full span of the king’s career by incorporating 
                                                             
2067 Cairo JE 98945, JE 98946, JE 98947, and JE 98948. Metropolitan Museum of Art, Egypt Art in the Age 
of the Pyramids (New York: MMA, 1999), Cat. Nos. 89-92. 
2068 MMA, Egypt Art in the Age of the Pyramids, Cat. Nos. 188-191. For a broader accounting of Old 
Kingdom statue groups: A.O. Bolshakov, “The Ideology of the Old Kingdom Portrait,” GM 117-18 (1990): 
89-142, pp. 102-126.  
2069 For more information of the development and function of serdabs and Old Kingdom statue chambers 
see: MMA, Egypt Art in the Age of the Pyramids (New York: MMA, 1999). 
2070 MMA, Egypt Art in the Age of the Pyramids, p. 466. 
2071 J. Richards, “Text and context in late Old Kingdom Egypt: the archaeology and historiography of Weni 
the Elder,” JARCE 39 (2002): 75-102, p. 94. 
2072 Richards, “Text and context,” p. 95. 
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representations of him as a youth, as the sole-king, and as a senior coregent. The evidence from 
the Medamoud Lintel suggests that these distinctions may have also appeared in his two-
dimensional depictions, but a lack of preserved data makes any further comments purely 
speculative. This interpretation strengthens the theory that Senwosret III’s lengthy period of co-
rule served as a time of commemoration, which also included the celebration of his Sed-Festival 
and possibly his attainment of divine status in Nubia.  
6.3 – Statuary from the Sole-Reign of Amenemhet III (pl. LXIV) 
6.3.1 – The Biahmu Series (pl. XXVII) 
 At the time of their construction, the Biahmu Colossi were the largest known statues 
outside of the Giza Sphinx and their position as independent monuments make them unique to 
the reign of Amenemhet III.  The location of the colossi in the Fayum, a region of particular 
importance throughout the reign of Amenemhet III, in conjunction with their size and their 
exceptional nature suggest that they may have served to commemorate the installation of 
Amenemhet III as sole-king. At a minimum, their focus on Amenemhet III alone indicates that 
they likely come from his sole-reign. A deeper exploration of the latter’s connection to the 
Fayum and the role of that region in the commemoration of his reign is presented in detail in 
Chapter Seven.  
6.3.2 – The Kom el-Hisn Series (pl. XXXVII) 
Kom el-Hisn is located near the edge of the middle region of the Western Delta, 12 km 
south of Naukratis; Petrie was the first to visit the site in 1881,2073 followed by Griffith who 
recorded the features of the area between 1885-1887.2074 Daressy then made a brief survey of 
                                                             
2073 Petrie, Naukratis Part I, 1884-5 (London: EEF, 1886), pp. 94-95. 
2074 Griffith and Gardner, Naukratis, II (London: EEF, 1888), Appendix I, pp. 77-80. 
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the site in 19022075 and Edgar cleared the tomb of Khesuwer in 1910, leading to the discovery of 
Cairo JE 42995.2076 Finally, in 1911, local farmers uncovered Cairo JE 43104.2077 An Egyptian team 
undertook the first substantial excavations at the site in the 1940’s, which focused mostly on a 
large series of tombs and revealed part of an Old Kingdom town. The evidence uncovered by 
Griffith as well as data from the new EES Mission to Kom el-Hisn established in 1996, reveals 
that a substantial temple of Ramses II existed at the site and possibly even a royal residence.2078 
Further, remains from a series of test pits and cores taken during the 1996 survey attest to 
substantial occupational deposits dating to the late Middle Kingdom (late 12th-13th Dynasties), 
which may have related to the temple precinct.2079 Unfortunately, nothing is known about the 
early phases of the temple. 
 The two statues from Kom el-Hisn were likely installed in the local temple to Sekhmet-
Hathor.2080 While it is difficult to draw any real conclusions about such a small number of 
objects, stylistic similarities suggest both came from the same period of time. Excavations 
conducted at the site attest to substantial occupational deposits dating to the late 12th and early 
13th Dynasties, but little is known about the temple prior to the reign of Ramses II. The presence 
of the Sed-Festival garment on Cairo JE 43104 suggests that this series most likely dates to the 
king’s Year 30 or later, a date that would fit well with the archaeological data from the 1996 EES 
survey of the site. I have chosen not to assign these figures to the period of coregency between 
                                                             
2075 G. Daressy, “Rapport sur Kom el-Hisn,” ASAE 4 (1903): 281-283. 
2076 C.C. Edgar “Recent Discoveries at Kom el-Hisn,” in G. Maspero, Le musee egyptien. Recueil de 
monuments et de noties sur les fouilles d’Egypte (Cairo: IFAO, 1915), pp. 54-63, pls. xxxii-xxxvi. 
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Amenemhet III and IV because their form and content are different from the images I have 
attributed to the final phase of the king’s reign.  
6.3.3 – The Classic Sphinx Group (pls. XLII-XLIII) 
The Giza sphinx is the earliest complete sphinx and the largest; however, its significance 
to the ancient Egyptians remains obscure.2081 One of the earliest known sphinxes, whose date is 
secure, comes from the reign of Djedefre, and was uncovered at Abu Roash. McCall suggested 
that the possible goal of the sphinx form was to combine the intelligence of man and the power 
of the lion in order to create an invincible being that was both wise and strong.2082 Artists could 
then modify the facial features of each sphinx to individualize it for the current pharaoh. Velde 
suggested that the sphinx was a representation of the divine essence of the pharaoh.2083 He has 
linked the form to depictions of the Ba of a deceased individual as a bird with a human head and 
has proposed that the animal body of the sphinx served to express the difference between the 
king and normal human beings. Janssen related the royal connection to the form back to 
Predynastic slate palettes.  He has observed that at times, these palettes depicted the king of 
Lower Egypt as a bull and has suggested, based on the seemingly equally important role of the 
lion on such objects, that it is possible the lion symbolized the king of Upper Egypt.2084 He then 
goes on to suppose that after the unification the lion became the sole symbol of the pharaoh as 
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a number of royal objects are decorated with the head or paws of a lion. By the New Kingdom 
the Giza sphinx was believed to represent Hor-em-akhet, or Horus of the Horizon.2085 
 While the precise symbolism of the sphinx form remains ambiguous, it clearly related to 
the divine nature of the king and served to distinguish him from other humans. Sphinxes of the 
Classic Style to not appear to have been used as dyads and therefore, they likely served an 
ideological purpose that was distinctive from the Maned-Style. For that reason, I have chosen to 
attribute them to the period of sole rule. However, it is possible that they came from various 
points throughout Amenemhet III’s career. 
6.3.4 – The Under-Life-Size Heads (pls. XLVII-L) 
A group of some 17 fragments preserving the king’s head or face are known and 
virtually all fit under Connor’s Humanizing umbrella. While all of the heads share the same 
general features of Amenemhet III, four stylistic sub-groups are apparent. These divisions 
suggest that choice of material was sometimes a factor in the style and execution of each 
image’s facial features, namely in the case of those examples made of greywacke. Other groups 
appear more arbitrary and may reflect the techniques of a single group of artists or workshop. 
Due to a general lack of provenance or inscriptional data for the majority of these images 
assigning them to a particular period in the reign is very difficult. However, the more generic 
nature of these images suggests that they may have been carved piecemeal and dispersed to 
various locations with the goal to disseminate the king’s image throughout the country. They do 
not reflect the more distinctive styles of the early or later coregency periods, making it more 
likely that many of them come from the king’s sole reign. The only head of this type with any 
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type of chronological marker is Berlin 11348 of the Heads: Group 2b, which wears the amulet 
necklace of Senwosret III, an indicator that it may have come from the early period of 
coregency. Further, the heads of Group 3 also appear to have shown the king in a more youthful 
light and may also have come from earlier in his reign.  
In addition, there are three heads that do not easily fit with one of the sub-groups: 
Chicago OIM 14048, the head from the Nubar Collection, and Beirut DGA 27574.  Other outliers 
include a belt fragment from Lisht and the lower halves of three seated statues, one from Deir 
el-Bahari and two of unknown provenance (Cairo CG 423 and London BM EA 35361); the 
inscriptions of the former refer to Horus of Nekhen while those of the latter reference Sobek-
Shedty. It is also possible that these served as one-offs designed to enhance already existing 
temple programs or that additional examples have simply not survived.  
6.4 – The Coregency of Amenemhet III and IV (pl. LXV) 
6.4.1 – The Bubastis Series (pl. XXVIII) 
The Bubastis Series consists of a dyad of maned-sphinxes (Cairo JE 87082) and a pair of 
seated colossal statues (London BM EA 1063+1064 and Cairo CG 383+540). These images come 
from the temple of Bastet; however, it is unclear if that was their original location of installation, 
as all show signs of later reuse. Based on the archaeological evidence from the site, it is most 
likely that the images came either from an earlier version of the temple renovated under 
Senwosret III or from a local palace constructed late in the reign of Amenemhet III – based on 
the style of the dyad, the latter seems most likely.2086 
                                                             
2086 For more on the stylistic connection between the maned-sphinxes and the end of the reign of 
Amenemhet III see below, Section: 6.4.3 on the “Tanis” Series. 
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The Egyptian city of Bubastis is situated in the southeast of Zagazig, the capital of the 
province of Sharqiya, in the Egyptian eastern Delta (fig. 82).2087 Bubastis was one of the most 
important cities in that region during the time of the Old and Middle Kingdoms, as well as the 
New Kingdom and Third Intermediate Period. It was situated in a strategic location on the 
easternmost Nile branch and along the route through the Wadi Tumilat, which was important 
for mining regions in the Sinai and along the Red Sea. The Middle Kingdom evidence from 
Bubastis consists of a number of architectural and sculptural fragments associated with the 
Great Temple to Bastet located in the city’s core and the remains of a large palatial complex that 
most likely dates to late in the reign of Amenemhet III (pl. LVIII).  
Naville was the first to work at the site of the Great Temple, from 1887-1889, although 
he did not conduct any scientific excavations.2088 The area containing the temple is a rectangular 
depression roughly 900 to 1,000 ft. in length with the temple being located in the center, 
running from east to west. The standing remains date largely to Ramses II, Osorkon I, and 
Osorkon II, but reused blocks dating to the Old and Middle Kingdoms and the Second 
Intermediate Period indicate the existence of an earlier structure at the site. The most ancient 
kings whose names are preserved are Khufu and Khafre.2089 Naville found the 4th Dynasty blocks 
reused in the first hall, near the entrance; there are also blocks with the name of Pepi I. It is 
unclear what the temple of the Old Kingdom would have looked like, but for Naville, it was 
evident that such a structure existed.2090 He has proposed that the Old Kingdom temple was the 
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earliest and may have occupied the area of the two first halls of the later temple, which is where 
he discovered the blocks. 
Naville has suggested further that a number of alterations took place during the 12th 
Dynasty.2091 The blocks of the standing temple indicate that Ramses II and Osorkon I usurped 
nearly all the larger inscriptions and, according to Naville, no work of great importance was 
accomplished prior to the reign of Senwosret III. Although, the earliest 12th Dynasty block dates 
to Amenemhet I. The second line of Amenemhet I’s inscription indicates that he erected a statue 
at the temple to “his mother, Bast” and made either a door or room; unfortunately, it is very 
damaged.2092 The name of Senwosret I also appears, in association with a procession of Nile 
gods. A large number of blocks date to Senwosret III, suggesting that he constructed a new and 
much larger temple at the site.  
A series of usurped monumental inscriptions with hieroglyphs over two feet in height 
that all bear the name of Ramses II preserve additional evidence of a possible Middle Kingdom 
temple.2093 Naville has ascribed the blocks to Senwosret III on the basis of a monumental 
architrave that preserves a cartouche of Ramses II followed immediately by one of Senwosret III. 
The size of the architrave alone indicates an enlargement of the previous structure. In addition, 
based on style and content, he has also attributed a large granite block to Senwosret III as well 
as the foundation of the hypostyle hall.2094 In the case of the latter, a date in the reign of 
Amenemhet III would also be possible, as his primary comparative material for the columns 
comes for the aforementioned king’s funerary temple at Hawara.  
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Delia has reevaluated Naville’s analysis of the architrave and jamb fragments, noting 
that one of the blocks juxtaposes the name “Khakaure” with “Sokar,” a deity most often 
associated with Memphis.2095 He has stated further that the presence of Sokar at Bubastis is 
otherwise unattested, while the name of the local deity, Bastet, is not preserved on the blocks 
of Senwosret III. Delia has observed that many of the blocks at the site were re-used; however, 
he also notes that it is still possible that the fragments were indeed original to Bubastis.2096 The 
presence of a palace dating to the reign of Amenemhet III increases the likelihood of a Middle 
Kingdom presence at the site, but it is also possible that, as in the case of Tanis statuary, the 
temple blocks were brought in from another site. The statuary from the temple is very badly 
preserved, as it is clear that it was replaced many times.2097 The inscription of Amenemhet I 
mentions Bast and the statues of Amenemhet III appear to refer to Heliopolis, the nome in 
which Bubastis was located during the 12th Dynasty. During the 13th Dynasty remains at the 
temple site become scarce until the New Kingdom; although, the name of Sobekhotep I appears 
on another architrave, indicating that work did continue.2098  
The site Naville once identified as the Small Temple, is the location of what is now 
known to be a late Middle Kingdom palatial complex (pl. LVIII).2099 Naville conducted only a one-
week excavation at the site and defined it as a temple based the account of Herodotus. The 
palace is located in the northernmost part of the city, as was common practice in ancient 
Egypt.2100 The complex covers approximately one hectare and adjoins a contemporary cemetery; 
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other Middle Kingdom developments to the west of the palace may have occupied as much as 
two additional hectares.2101 This area was separated from the temple to Bastet and the 
presumed core of the Old Kingdom town by a late Old Kingdom cemetery.2102 Van Siclen has 
suggested that the land was likely vacant prior to the construction of the complex during the 
Middle Kingdom.  
S. Farid originally excavated the area in the 1960’s followed by el-Sawi in the 1970’s, and 
Bakr in the late 70’s and 80’s, then, in 2013, Bietak established a new project at the site.2103 
Earlier scholars including Bakr and van Siclen have proposed that the site served as a large 
mayoral residence, as the only royal monument from the palace is a limestone lintel of 
Amenemhet III; however, that is not the full story.2104 Based on the size of the complex, Bietak 
has proposed that it was at least partially royal. The limestone lintel, found in the NE section of 
the palace, depicts Amenemhet III in his Sed-Festival chapel, indicating that he may have used 
the palace as a temporary residence during religious or administrative trips to the Delta (pl. 
LVIII).2105 The Sed-Festival imagery also suggests that he favored the site late in his reign.  
The stratigraphy of this area suggests that a palatial complex and cemetery existed in 
the Old Kingdom on a different orientation from that established during the Middle Kingdom, 
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then, an 18th Dynasty, Amarna style settlement moved in and a late New Kingdom necropolis.2106 
Van Siclen’s work indicates that the complex was contemporary with the adjoining mayoral 
cemetery, whose tombs span from the early 12th Dynasty to the reigns of Senwosret III and 
Amenemhet III.2107 In addition, the statue of the mayor Khahaureseneb, who served during the 
reign of Senwosret III, was also found inside the palace along with the statues of two other 
mayors that most likely date to the last phase of the end of the 12th/beginning of the 13th 
Dynasty.2108 The cemetery, and therefore likely the palace, functioned through the start of the 
13th Dynasty; the latest piece of evidence is a scarab inscribed for the King’s Son, Nehesy.2109 
The palace is largely mudbrick, with important elements being constructed in limestone 
and may have originally been planned as a square. It is the largest known palace in Egypt so far, 
which complicates interpretations of its function.2110 In addition, the palace was not designed as 
a whole, although it appears uniform. Both van Siclen and Bietak have divided the palace into 
three main areas for administrative, ceremonial, and residential purposes.2111  The only 
preserved exterior entryway into the complex is a 12-columned porch with a screen wall that 
most likely intersected with the main axis of the temple of Bastet. The entry to the palace was 
along the main avenue and had a stone-framed door leading into a large courtyard.2112 To the 
east were rooms for the gatekeepers and to the west were the administrative area, offices, and 
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treasury. The heart of the palace was accessed through a second stone gateway and was 
focused around a large pillared courtyard, this area provided access to the private apartments as 
well.2113 The northern section has been totally destroyed through modern land reclamation 
attempts. The central element of the complex is a monumental 6-columned hall located in the 
eastern section of the palace, the room is connected to both a series of offices and what were 
likely the king’s private apartments. 
The entrance to the south is quite exceptional and likely had topographical reasons. The 
normal orientation of houses and palaces in ancient Egypt is to the north, to expose the building 
to the cooling north wind; this orientation appears on residential buildings within the overall 
complex.2114 The entrance veers asymmetrically to the right side, as in the Egyptian house. The 
doorway has only a single wing door, which led van Siclen and Tietzes to conclude the building 
was non-royal. However, Bietak has proposed that this was not the main entrance to the 
structure. Farid’s excavations uncovered the double Heb-Seb lintel of Amenemhet III on the 
north side of the palatial complex; he also found two more blocks with the king’s Horus name 
and the claws of a vulture grasping a shen-ring that possibly came from the doorframe. The size 
and orientation of the lintel suggested to Bietak that it came from the doorway at the north end 
of the east wall in the 6-columned hall.2115 In addition, the statues of a small group of local 
dignitaries also come from the palace’s 6-columned presentation hall, leading Bietak to propose 
that a statue cult existed within the palace.2116 
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Since the northern section is totally destroyed it may not be possible to recover the 
throne room. There was also originally a northern entrance, which likely used a double-door. 
The 6-columned hall served as a link between the two main parts of the palace, the southern 
section, which was entered through a single door from the south, and the northern section, 
which was entered via an unknown gateway in the north and was accessible from the south via 
a double-door.2117 According to Bietak, the importance of the single/non-royal and double/royal-
sacred doorway system was symbolic in this building, as the northern section seems to have 
related to the king himself and the southern to the administration and mayor of Bubastis.  
The establishment of a palace in the northern quadrant of site that was frequented in 
conjunction with or after the Sed-Festival of Amenemhet III suggests that, if the statues came 
from that area, they were produced late in the reign. It may also indicate that the temple at the 
site was significant to the Sed-Festival of Amenemhet III and as such he could have had the 
statuary installed there at that time as well. The facial features of the sphinx dyad further 
support an attribution to late in the reign of Amenemhet III. The style of the dyad is closest to 
the statuary from the “Tanis” Series and is distinctive from the earlier material from Hawara and 
Karnak. In addition, the bodies of the Nilotic Dyads found at Tanis are closer in form to the body 
type of the 13th Dynasty. Unfortunately, the torsos of the two Bubastis colossi have not survived, 
making a comparison with the Tanis bodies impossible. The faces do echo the very broad and 
full facial planes of the “Tanis” Series. In addition, the very close correspondence between the 
features of the sphinx dyad and the Tanis sphinxes suggests that both were designed to convey 
the same ideological message and therefore, most likely came from the same period in the 
reign. 
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6.4.2 – The Medinet Madi Series (pl. XXXVIII) 
Medinet Madi is located 30 km southwest of Medinet el-Fayyum and was originally 
excavated by the University of Milan, under A. Vogliano.2118 The temple was the focal point of 
the site and is unique as it is the only standing temple to the gods known from the 12th Dynasty 
with engraved texts and reliefs.2119 The site and temple were founded in the 12th Dynasty as a 
part of the Fayum reclamation project and Amenemhet III and IV constructed the temple, which 
they dedicated to Renenutet, although Sobek-Shedty also plays a very influential role. In 1937 
Rudolf Neuman drew up the first plan of the temple, while working in the area Vogliano 
excavated, but problems with his analysis led to some confusion over its true design.2120 The 
work of Bresciani and Giammarusti as a part of the Archaeological Mission of the University of 
Pisa has revealed that the temple was small and roughly square in shape, measuring 10.5 x 10 
m.; it included a small two-column hypostyle hall and a short corridor leading into a transverse 
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Fig. 87 – Plan of the temple of Amenemhet III/IV at Medinet Madi2122 
 
For the most part, the decoration is divided, with images of and scenes related to 
Amenemhet III appearing on the western side of the structure and those of his successor 
appearing on the eastern side. The only two exceptions are the scenes in the short corridor 
leading into the pronaos, which depict Amenemhet IV on both sides, and the scenes in the three 
shrines, which depict Amenemhet III only. The first part of the temple illustrates the 
introductory rites, including the purification of the kings; the gods depicted are active in this 
process. At the temple’s entrance, Amenemhet III appears on the west side and Amenemhet IV 
on the east; the first scenes depict ceremonies associated with the founding of the temple and 
show the coregents acting in two different roles. Amenemhet III is depicted in various 
purification scenes, while Amenemhet IV is engaged in organizing the construction of the 
building; both are then led into the inner area of the temple. It is here, on the external jambs of 
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the first doorway, that they meet the two primary gods of the temple. On the western jamb 
Amenemhet III embraces Renenutet and on the eastern jamb his successor embraces Sobek-
Shedty. The two kings act at the same level in these scenes and their close proximity to the 
deities implies that they are both recognized as legitimate rulers.2123  
The external lintel preserves a double scene in which both kings act in imitation of one 
another, interacting with the primary deities of the temple.  In a decorative shift, both jambs of 
the short corridor that separates these two doorways belong to Amenemhet IV. The internal 
jambs in the transverse hall again depict Amenemhet III on the west and Amenemhet IV on the 
east. In sanctuary and in the niches, the themes of the décor change radically, consisting 
primarily of offering scenes related to Renenutet and Sobek-Shedty. The inner lintel has two 
symmetrical scenes that show both kings and the decoration of the room also appears to stick to 
the east/west division. Amenemhet IV is never represented within the three niches; 
Amenemhet III performs all the rites for either Renenutet or Sobek.  
Bresciani and Giammarusti have suggested that the decoration of the sanctuary 
occurred while Amenemhet III was living, then, when the decoration moved toward the offering 
chamber, the king died, so his successor carved his own image on the western side.2124 
Unfortunately, that explanation does not account for the presence of both kings as officiants 
throughout the temple.2125 Donadoni proposed that Amenemhet III appeared on the western 
side because he was deceased,2126 while Valloggia focused on a possible coregency of 1-3 
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years.2127 Hirsch has projected two phases of decoration, the first being in the reign of 
Amenemhet III and the second in that of his successor.2128 Zecchi theorized that the decoration 
began in the niches, during the sole reign of Amenemhet III, as he is the only actor in that area. 
Further, in the scenes of the hypostyle hall and offering chamber, there is no indication that 
Amenemhet III is dead. It is only the corridor scenes that depict Amenemhet IV alone; there, the 
former is referred to as mAa-xrw and the latter as dj anx.2129 In those scenes Amenemhet IV is 
shown entering into the temple with this mother and it is the first and only time he is shown on 
the western side of the building. In addition, it is the only scene in which Amenemhet IV acts on 
his own; in all of the other scenes, the two act as a complimentary pair.2130  
According to Zecchi, the decoration of the temple indicates that the existence of a 
coregency period cannot be ruled out.2131 Regardless of the number of phases, for Zecchi the 
decoration appears as a coherent whole with a symbolic duality focused on both a divine and a 
royal level. His interpretation of the decorative program indicates that after the temple was 
made, the two kings acted in harmony for the benefit of Renenutet and Sobek in the offering 
hall, then, in the niches Amenemhet III was the sole actor for both gods. Even with a small 
intervention in the program by Amenemhet IV the theology of the temple is derived from the 
reign of Amenemhet III.2132 
The dualistic nature of this monument would fit well within the parameters of a 
coregency. The evidence discussed in Chapter Two, including Kahun Papyrus IV, the stela of 
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Sethemsaf, and the stela of Senwosret and Sobekhotep indicates a short period of overlap 
between these two kings. Further, the fact that Amenemhet IV was selected as heir also makes 
a coregency more likely.2133 Scenes from the temple at Medinet Madi that depict the mother of 
Amenemhet IV, Hotepti, confirm this theory. Hotepi does not bear any queenly titles, which 
suggests she was of non-royal birth.2134 In addition, Nefrusobek, who appears to be the bodily 
daughter of Amenemhet III, often associated herself with her father but never with Amenemhet 
IV.2135 The position of the latter prior to his promotion is unknown but he came from the family 
of a top-level official, the Overseer of the Fields, Ankhew.2136  
The nature of the relief decoration as well as the statuary underscores the desire to 
commemorate multiple kings within the context of a single monument. Each of the sanctuary’s 
three shrines is raised on a plinth that protrudes some 50 cm from the wall.2137 All three are the 
same height (270 cm) and are framed with a torus molding. The central shrine is the widest and 
each originally contained a triad depicting Amenemhet III and IV flanking either Sobek or 
Renenutet; the triad from the western shrine was not preserved (pl. XXXVIII). The three cells had 
wooden double doors that opened to the outside and their interior walls, which are monolithic, 
were fully decorated, although originally, they would not have been visible because of the 
statuary groups. These triads further cement the link between Amenemhet III and IV as the 
primary royal actors at Medinet Madi.  
                                                             
2133 Ryholt, The Political Situation, pp. 209-212; Valloggia, “Amenemhat IV et sa Coregence,” pp. 107-133. 
Even though Amenemhet IV dedicated the temple at Medinet Madi to his ‘father,’ this was likely just 
nominal. 
2134 Ryholt, The Political Situation, p. 210. 
2135 Ryholt, The Political Situation, p. 210. 
2136 Ryholt, The Political Situation, pp. 210-211. 




Cairo JE 66322 and Milan RAN E0.9.40001 also support the theory that the temple 
reflects the commemoration of two living kings. The pair were found together by Volgiano and, 
based on similarities in the modeling of the two heads he suggested the same artist carved 
both.2138 He also proposed that Cairo JE 66322 represented a youthful version of the king and 
Milan RAN 0940001 a more aged version.2139 He has likened the pair to the colossi from 
Bubastis, for which scholars have suggested a similar interpretation. Donadoni proposed that 
one might expect that one image represented the father and the other the son.2140 However, 
since he related the two statues to the founding of the temple, he concluded that both depicted 
Amenemhet III. His suggestion is interesting, as the images appear to follow a practice adopted 
by Senwosret III and Amenemhet III, in which the two coregents were represented by images 
that portray the senior partner as more aged and the junior as more youthful.  
The style of the Medinet Madi pair differs from that of the Bubastis colossi, but that is to 
be expected due to the differences in material (pl. LIX). As is the case for the maned-sphinxes of 
the limestone and granodiorite sub-groups, it appears that the softer material led to more 
subtlety in the features of the final product. Two possible interpretations exist for this pair, as 
only the inscription from the Milan statue survives to confirm the king’s identity. The slight 
differences in the facial features suggest that the Milan statue could depict Amenemhet III, and 
the Cairo statue Amenemhet IV. It is also possible that both the younger and older statues 
depicted Amenemhet III and, like the statues of the Later Style of Senwosret III, they were 
designed to reflect the full career of the king. However, based on the relief decoration of the 
                                                             
2138 Vogliano, Secondo rapport, pp. 54-55. 
2139 Vogliano, Secondo rapport, p. 55.  
2140 Donadoni, “Nuovi Testi di Medinet Madi,” p. 5.  
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temple at Medinet Madi and the triads found in the temple’s sanctuary, the former is the most 
compelling explanation.  
6.4.3 – The “Tanis” Series and the Maned-Sphinx Group (pls. XXXIX-XLI, XLIV-XLVI) 
The “Tanis” Series contains a number of maned-sphinxes and at least two Nilotic dyads 
(Cairo CG 392, Cairo CG 531, Rome 8607), all have a very similar visage including a round face 
with broad, flat planes and strongly articulated features including heavy eyelids, bags under the 
eyes, deep nasolabial folds, a down-turned mouth with accentuated musculature, and a very 
well-defined chin. The musculature of the preserved human bodies is highly emphasized, with 
very prominent pectorals, a nipped in waist, a well-articulated abdominal area, and a ventral 
furrow that runs the length of the torso; the bodies of the sphinxes are similarly detailed.  
Due to the lack of archaeological context, stylistic and iconographic features are the only 
way to attempt an analysis of these objects. Based on the strong feline emphasis of the Tanis 
Sphinxes, Wildung proposed that they may have originally stood in the sanctuary of Bastet in 
Bubastis.2141 The much smaller dyad of maned-sphinxes from Bubastis is similar; however, the 
closest parallel to these images is Cairo CG 395, an over-life-size statue of Amenemhet III as a 
priest found at Kiman Fares/Crocodilopolis, which opens up the possibility that they were all 
originally installed at Kiman Fares or, more broadly speaking, in the Fayum region. The site of 
Bubastis and the Fayum both appear to have been particularly important to Amenemhet III.  
The Tanis Sphinxes are distinctive from the other preserved examples of this type in 
size, material, and execution, indicating that they were meant to serve a distinctive ideological 
purpose. It is most probable that, like the Bubastis Dyad, all of the maned-sphinxes were 
                                                             
2141 S. Einaudi has also proposed that the sphinxes came from the temple of Bastet. Bongioanni and Croce, 
The Treasures of Ancient Egypt, p. 121. 
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originally set up as dyads, with one older or more accentuated figure and one smoother, fuller, 
and more youthful figure. This pairing of youth and old age emerges in the Later Style of 
Senwosret III, where it appears to have been used to emphasize the full reign of the king. In the 
case of these dyads, it seems to represent Amenemhet III as the aged senior king and 
Amenemhet IV as the youthful junior king. The reign of Amenemhet III would have required 
three figures – junior partner, sole-king, and senior coregent. The pairing of two representations 
indicates a change in the ideas around how to best represent coregency. The popularity of dyads 
during this period is important, especially in the case of the “Tanis” Series, as all of the currently 
know objects from this site seem to have originally been in the form of dyads.2142  
The Nilotic Dyads also pair youth and age, and the form of their bodies is what helps to 
place this series stylistically to late in the reign of Amenemhet III. Evers first highlighted the fact 
that their exaggerated body style is more typical of the 13th Dynasty2143 and Aldred assigned 
them to his Stylized Group, which he has described as the model for the royal statuary of the 
13th Dynasty and Second Intermediate Period.2144 While Habachi and Freed have attributed 
these dyads to Senwosret and Amenemhet III, I believe that the bodies of the figures and the 
stylistic similarities to the Bubastis dyad suggest that the that they come from late in the king’s 
reign and therefore most likely represent Amenemhet III and IV.  
6.4.4 – Conclusions 
 The early coregency statuary of Amenemhet III shares the most similarities with the 
style of his father, particularly in relation to its facial features, iconography, and body style. The 
images from this period, most notably those from Hawara and Karnak, were designed to convey 
                                                             
2142 For a discussion of the significance of dyads during this period see Section 7.1. 
2143 Evers, Staat I, p. 111.  
2144 Aldred, “Plastik,” p. 216. 
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the close father/son relationship of these two kings and to present them as a complimentary 
pair. This is not unlike the early statuary of Senwosret III, which also used iconographic and 
stylistic features to create a visual link between father and son. Noted similarities between the 
early coregency statuary of Amenemhet III and that of Senwosret III include: the use of Nemes 
Form A.1, the presence of decorated uraeus shield forms, the form of the ear, the appearance of 
the amulet necklace, the existence of a bracelet on the right wrist, and the inclusion of the nine 
bows. In addition, the early coregency and sole-reign images of Amenemhet III have a body type 
that is analogous to that of the Later Style statuary of Senwosret III.  
 The sole reign of Amenemhet III was likely marked by the installation of the Biahmu 
colossi. As with the reign of his father, the statuary of his sole reign appears to be characterized 
by a series of single constructions spread throughout the country as well as a few key series 
installed in sites like Biahmu and Kom el-Hisn. In addition, the form of the Classic Sphinxes 
indicates that they too most likely come from the king’s sole reign. The images from this period 
have a generalized appearance, lying somewhere between the more visually distinctive 
examples of the early and later coregency periods. 
 Again, following in the footsteps of his father, the statuary of the later coregency 
suggests a period of intensified commemoration marked in particular by a fascination with the 
use of dyads and the incorporation of various innovative and archaizing elements. The evidence 
for distinct phases of sculptural production is less clear with Amenemhet III, and the length of 
his reign makes evaluating these images more difficult.  The early coregency group is the most 
straightforward; it shares a number of iconographic features that only appear during the reign 
of Senwosret III. The statuary from the later coregency is also distinct and is marked by a 
stronger connection with what becomes the style of the 13th Dynasty.  
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A number of scholars have described the images of Amenemhet III as both a 
continuation of the style established by his father and an innovative repertoire with new and 
creative forms – an assessment that rings true in these two more visually and ichnographically 
distinct groups. The early coregency statuary depicts Amenemhet III as a dutiful son/junior 
partner working in conjunction with his father, while that statuary of the sole reign and later 
coregency use innovation to build upon the techniques of the past and to bring royal self-
expression to a new height. During the later coregency period the visual representation of two 
kings ruling as a complimentary pair reaches its zenith in the form and style of the dyads 
representing Amenemhet III and IV.  
6.5 – Conclusions 
 Before concluding this chapter and moving on to assess the ramifications of this 
interpretation, it is important to emphasize that this is not the only way to view this corpus of 
material; however, it is the only analysis to take into account the evidence for co-rule and to 
examine the full corpus of royal statuary from this period in light of its historical, archaeological, 
iconographic, and formal concerns. A number of scholars do not accept the evidence for 
coregency during the Middle Kingdom; their view of the statuary is best expressed in the works 
of Laboury and Connor, who have related the evolution of royal statuary to the events particular 
to each king and to an unknown shift in royal dogma. Others, such as Oppenheim, view the 

































 The breadth of evidence suggests that the most compelling explanation for the 
epigraphic, archaeological, and iconographic data is a long period of coregency between 
Senwosret III and Amenemhet III during which the senior king embarked on a journey of 
commemoration designed to define his new role and to celebrate the full span of his reign 
throughout the country. Following the trend established under Senwosret I, the early statuary of 
each king reflected the iconography of his father in order to stress dynastic continuity. During 
the coregencies of Senwosret III/Amenemhet III and Amenemhet III/IV, Egyptian artists appear 
to have used the juxtaposition of age and youth as a visual marker to clearly differentiate the 
statuary of one king from that of the other and to highlight the ideological role of each partner. 
The coregency statuary of Senwosret III used age to identify him as the senior king and 
incorporated several large series that depicted him at a range of ages, emphasizing the length of 
his reign and commemorating his full lifespan (pl. LXII). 
 The statuary from late in the reign of Amenemhet III takes the visual contrast of youth 
and age to its extreme with a series of dyads of varying forms and sizes designed to convey co-
rule and to nest the concept of coregency within the already established ideology of the dual 
nature of Egyptian kingship (pl. LXV). In her 1998 article, “Buried Pyramids and Layered 
Thoughts,” Roth examines the Egyptians use of a multiplicity of approaches to convey their 
worldview.2145 According to Roth, successive revisions would envelop an older design or 
concept, so that over time it became encapsulated in multiple layers, with the earliest versions 
being nested inside the latest. Following her analysis, it appears that Senwosret III, Amenemhet 
III, and Amenemhet IV took the established notion of the duality of kingship and shifted the 
                                                             
2145 A.M. Roth, “Buried Pyramids and Layered Thoughts: The Organisation of Multiple Approaches in 
Egyptian Religion,” in C.J. Eyre (ed.) Proceedings of the Seventh International Congress of Egyptologists 
(Leuven: Uitgeverij Peeters, 1998), pp. 991-1003. 
503 
 
accepted visual representation of that ideology to reflect a new type of duality – two kings ruling 
simultaneously. Taken as a whole, the evidence from this period suggests that these evolving 
sculptural traditions were reflective of changes in the conception of kingship and in the 
relationship between Senwosret III and Amenemhet III, which may have resulted from a 























CHAPTER SEVEN: THE DEVELOPMENT OF RELIGIOUS SYMBOLISM AND 
ICONOGRAPHY IN THE SETTING OF COREGENCY: A CASE STUDY 
 
Virtually every scholar who has surveyed the royal statuary of the 12th Dynasty has 
related the apparent turn towards naturalism to changes in the conception of power and the 
royal ideology of the period.2146  This new portrait of kingship, also echoed in the texts of the 
period, likely developed, at least in part, as a result of the decentralization of the First 
Intermediate Period. The textual and visual accounts of that era reveal changes to nearly every 
aspect of Egyptian culture including sculpture and relief, architecture, burial practices, and most 
importantly to the political and administrative landscape. The analysis presented in Chapters 
Four through Six suggests that the stylistic evolution of the royal sculpture of the 12th Dynasty 
may have been significantly impacted by the political and religious components associated with 
the development of coregency, a political tactic that likely had its roots in the First Intermediate 
Period as well.  
Schaefer has proposed that coregency emerged at a time when the dogma that only one 
divine king could exist had been rendered useless.2147 Based her study of the texts of the First 
Intermediate Period and The Teachings of Amenemhet I, she concluded that the practice of 
hereditary co-rule had already been established as a legitimizing principle by the reign of 
Amenemhet I.2148 During the collapse of centralized control, the Egyptian worldview in which 
the king played the key role was broken down completely. Schaefer’s work suggests that royal 
heritage/the inheritance of power and co-rule were merely two aspects of legitimacy – 
                                                             
2146 See sections: 3.1, 3.2.1, and 4.1. 
2147 Schaefer, “Zur Entstehung der Mitregentschaft,” pp. 44-55. 
2148 Schaefer, “Zur Entstehung der Mitregentschaft,” p. 50.  
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inheritance was the legal act and coregency reflected the reality of educating and shaping the 
new king. 
This study of the statuary of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III indicates that the artistic 
overlap between father and son, which first appears during the reign of Senwosret I, may be the 
visual byproduct of coregency. The establishment of the practice as a royal standard would have 
affected every aspect of Egyptian political life and it is logical to expect that the strategy would 
have had an impact on the king’s primary mode of self-representation and political propaganda 
– his statuary. The royal sculpture of the late 12th Dynasty uses a specific lexicon of iconographic 
features designed to individualize the images of each king and to emphasize their place in the 
system of hereditary coregency established at the beginning of the dynasty. This method makes 
clear the initial association of the king and his father, while setting the groundwork for the new 
iconographic features that take hold during his period of sole-rule.   
The reigns of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III fall well within the 12th Dynasty, offering 
sufficient time for the royal administration to have explored and refined any ideas or strategies 
related to the visual and religious representation of two coregents. Following the 12th Dynasty 
precedent, the early statuary of Senwosret III was modeled on that of his father. During the 
coregency period, he appears to have focused his energy on a platform of commemoration 
concentrated on the veneration of important ancestors and the celebration of his lengthy reign. 
The Early Coregency Style of Amenemhet III linked the king with his father and also established a 
series identifying traits, distinguishing the two kings while presenting them as a complimentary 
pair. Elements of his father’s iconography disappear during his period of sole-rule and his style 
shifts yet again during the Later Coregency period.  
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The following analysis looks at two key aspects of the visual programs of these kings in 
order to assess the manipulation of religious and iconographic elements during periods of 
coregency. The first section examines the prevalence of dyads, particularly during the reign of 
Amenemhet III. The evidence suggests that the popularity of the form may reflect the 
culmination of ideas related to the dual presentation of two living kings. It is likely that the 
Egyptians would also have struggled with how to conceptualize the divine connections of two 
such kings. In order to examine this question, Section 7.2 explores the relationship between the 
living Senwosret III and the god Osiris as well as the intense connection between Amenemhet III 
and Horus of Shedet, in the Fayum.  
7.1 – Iconographic Developments: The Role of Dyads in the Visual Representation 
of Coregency (pls. LXVI-LXVII) 
 
Schoske’s work on the concept of axial symmetry relates directly to the use and possible 
meaning of dyads during the reign of Amenemhet III.2149 At first glance, symmetry appears to be 
a dominant feature in ancient Egyptian constructions, an impression that is reinforced through 
the doubling of monuments or images flanking entrances and passageways, creating a mirror 
image with a central axis. Schoske has traced the question of symmetry to the so-called dualism 
of Egyptian thinking, where any form of existence is based on a complimentary pair of 
opposites; red land/black land, Upper/Lower Egypt, existence/non-existence, Horus/Seth, 
etc.2150 For the Egyptians, symmetry was not merely visual, it reflected clearly these pairs of 
opposites, which were never congruent, but complimentary.2151 Schoske observed that these 
                                                             
2149 S. Schoske, “Symmetrophobia - Symmetrie und Asymmetrie im frühen Ägypten und im 
Zweistromland,” in B. Krimmel (ed.), Symmetrie in Kunst, Natur und Wissenschaft I (Mathildenhöhe 
Darmstadt, 1986), pp. 151-156. 
2150 Schoske, “Symmetrophobia,” p. 152. 
2151 Schoske, “Symmetrophobia,” p. 153. 
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concepts also apply to Egyptian architecture and statuary, noting that the breaking of the axial 
unit was frequent throughout all of Egyptian art history and was an essential element used to 
convey vitality of form and tension.2152 She concluded that deviations from the basic principle of 
axial symmetry were consciously employed in Egyptian art to provide additional information, to 
make complimentary amendments and, on the stylistic level, to create an individual portrait 
effect.2153  
Dyads appear to have played a significant role in visually conveying the concept of 
coregency during this period, particularly under Amenemhet III. Perhaps, the popularity of these 
dyads, which seem symmetrical on the surface, but whose facial features and iconography have 
subtle differences, was part of an effort to normalize a pair of kings by reflecting their inherent 
dualism. The variances between the figures conveyed the additional information that they 
depicted two distinct, living kings and their features, one older and one younger, reflected a 
complete life cycle and portrayed them as a complimentary pair. Dyads dating to the period in 
question include: the granite shrines from Hawara (Cairo JE 43289, Copenhagen AEIN 1842), the 
sphinx dyad from Bubastis (Cairo JE 87082), the maned-sphinxes (Cairo CG 391, 393, 394, 
530+1243[1], 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4), and the Nilotic dyads 
(Cairo CG 392, CG 531, and Rome 8607). In addition, a number of paired colossi, likely from the 
reign of Amenemhet III/IV, also appear to have used age and youth in a similar manner.2154 
Habachi was the first to suggest that many of these monuments were reflective of co-
rule.2155 The re-analysis presented in Chapters Four and Five suggests that the juxtaposition of 
                                                             
2152 Schoske, “Symmetrophobia,” p. 155.  
2153 Schoske, “Symmetrophobia,” p. 156.  
2154 These include the pairs from Bubastis and Medinet Madi. 
2155 Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” pp. 79-92 
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youth and old age first occurred during the coregency of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III, in an 
effort to distinguish images of the former from those of the latter and to convey the full span of 
Senwosret III’s reign. The first series of dyads comes from the Hawara complex of Amenemhet III 
and may represent the culmination of ideas related to the visual representation of two kings. 
The Hawara examples are the first known dyads since that of Niuserre in the Fifth Dynasty that 
preserve two images of a single king, or as I have suggested, two different kings. During the 
short coregency between Amenemhet III and his successor, the form became the primary means 
for displaying co-rule. The facial iconography of the maned-sphinxes and Nilotic dyads suggest 
that the trend of juxtaposing youth and age continued. To be clear, this does not imply that the 
images reflected the actual age of either king, but that during the 12th Dynasty the ancient 
Egyptians used age as means to visually differentiate between the members of a coregency and 
to present the two as a complimentary pair. 
The significant development of royal dyads during this period and their relative 
disappearance soon after suggests that the type had a specific relevance to those reigns. It is 
possible that at the beginning of the dynasty ideas about how to convey and represent the 
concept of coregency were still in the experimental stage; unfortunately, a lack of preserved 
material from many of the earlier reigns makes this almost impossible to evaluate. The overview 
presented in Chapter Three indicates that initially, the artistic style of the junior coregent 
mimicked that of the senior – it is unclear if this was a strategic choice or the result of utilizing 
the same royal workshops. The large corpus of material from the reign of Senwosret I suggests 
that initially the junior partner continued the style of his father and then, upon becoming sole-
king, changed to a new, more distinctive image; the sole-reign style was then followed by a 
second coregency style connecting the king to his new successor. These visual shifts denote a 
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clear artistic strategy. The evidence from the reigns of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III suggests 
that during the course of the reigns of these kings the dyad had emerged as the best tactic for 
conveying the true essence of coregency, embedding the concept into the complimentary 
Egyptian worldview. 
7.2 – Religious Developments: Osiris, Horus, and Divine Kingship 
 
Following the evidence discussed in Chapter Two, this section examines the possibility 
that Senwosret III and Amenemhet III consciously pursued a wide-ranging program to promote 
coregency throughout the country. The data presented below open up the possibility that these 
king’s may have used religious symbolism related to each individual ruler’s connections to the 
gods Osiris and Horus in order to distinguish themselves during their period of co-rule. If 
coregencies were the preferred method of governance, then widely declaring and showcasing 
the junior partner would have been critical to ensuring the success of the policy. 
7.2.1 – Senwosret III and Abydos 
As is the case for all art historical and archaeological inquiry, there is an inherent bias in 
the data due to the limits of modern discovery and access to material. That being said, in the 
second half of his reign, Senwosret III seems to have focused his attention on regions to the 
south, including Deir el-Bahari, Medamoud, Abydos, Thebes, and Nubia. In contrast, 
Amenemhet III’s primary focus for royal display seems to have been to the north, particularly in 
and around the Fayum. While it is possible that these differences are a result of discovery, the 
archaeological remains dating to these kings and the extraordinary number of known royal 
statues suggests that they may be representative of a deliberate strategy to further define the 
roles of these two living kings. 
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Around the time that Senwosret III may have had his son installed as his junior partner, 
he shifted his attention from his previous course of action at Dahshur to a completely new 
venture just south of the main temple of Osiris at Abydos. During the Middle Kingdom, the god 
Osiris became increasingly associated with the concept of rejuvenation in the afterlife for both 
royal and private citizens, elevating the city of Abydos and propelling it to become one of the 
most important cult centers in Egypt. The connection between the king and Osiris was further 
deepened during this period as evidenced by the number of building projects at the site 
particularly during the reigns of Senwosret I and III.  
The city of Abydos played an important role in Egyptian history starting in the 
Predynastic period. Early on, the city was associated with the development of Egyptian cultural 
norms and royal iconography. Initially, the primary god of Abydos was Khentiamentiu, protector 
of the necropolis;2156 it is possible that the symbolism associated with Khentiamentiu parallels 
that of Osiris, who was thought to have been a deceased king.  During the Fifth Dynasty, written 
evidence of the god Osiris appeared for the first time in the Pyramid Texts and he too became 
associated with Abydos.2157  The texts link the deceased king with Osiris, a mythology that had 
likely developed much earlier. They also associate Osiris with sympathetic magic, imitative 
rituals, and renewal.2158 The growing importance of Osiris during the Middle Kingdom is most 
                                                             
2156 E. Otto, Egyptian Art and the Cults of Osiris and Amon (London: Thames & Hudson, 1968), pp. 20-22. 
For more on the significance of Khentamentiu during the early development of Abydos see: J. Cervello 
Autuori, “Listas reales, parentesco y ancestralidad en el Estado egipcio temprano,” in M. Campagno (ed.), 
Estudios sobre parentesco y estado en el antiguo Egipto (Buenos Aires: Ediciones del Signo, Universidad 
Buenos Aires, 2006), pp. 95-120; J. Cervello-Autuori, “Narmer, Menes and the seals from Abydos,” in Z. 
Hawass and L. Pinch Brock (eds.), Egyptology at the dawn of the twenty-first century: proceedings of the 
Eighth International Congress of Egyptologists, Cairo, 2000, vol. 2 (Cairo; New York: AUC Press, 2003), pp. 
168-175; G. Dreyer, “Ein Siegel der frühzeitlichen Königsnekrople von Abydos,” MDAIK 43 (1986): 33-43; 
G. Dreyer, et al., “Umm el-Qa’ab. Nachuntersuchungen im frühzeitlichen Königsfriedhof, 7./8. Vorbericht,” 
MDAIK 52 (1996): 11-81. 
2157 Otto, Egyptian Art, p. 26. 
2158 J.G. Griffiths, The Origins of Osiris and His Cult (Leiden: Brill, 1980), p. 1. 
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evident in the numerous votive offerings and stelae from the period that refer to the Festival of 
Osiris.2159  
The earliest, and therefore most central, area of Abydos is the northern core, which 
includes the Umm el-Qa’ab and the main temple of Osiris, as well as the town and it 
surroundings; a large wadi divides this zone into two main areas. The wadi served as a 
processional way, linking the temple and town with the votive zone, the cemeteries, and the 
Umm el-Qa’ab. The large number of people buried at Abydos underscores its importance 
throughout Egyptian history.2160 The tombs of the Umm el-Qa’ab also played an important role 
in the cult of Osiris.2161 During the Middle Kingdom, the tombs were excavated and refurbished 
in order to locate the burial place of the god,2162 which was identified with the tomb of Djer.2163 
The ancient excavations indicate a systematic program of restoration at the site that served to 
                                                             
2159 For more on these offerings and on the festival itself, see: Simpson, The Terrace; D. O’Connor, “The 
‘Cenotaphs’ of the Middle Kingdom at Abydos,” BdE 97 (1985): 161-177; Leahy, “A Protective Measure,”; 
S.J. Seidlmayer, Gräberfelder aus dem Überging vom Alten zum Mittleren Reich – Studien zur Archäologie 
der Ersten Zwischenzeit (Heidelberg: 1990), pp. 353, 405, 410. 
2160 For a well-referenced overview of the location of Middle Kingdom tombs/cemeteries at Abydos see: 
Leahy, “A Protective Measure,” pp. 52-53. See also:  J. Richards, Society and Death in Ancient Egypt: 
Mortuary Landscapes of the Middle Kingdom (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), pp. 130-131. 
2161 For more on the tombs and the cultic activities taking place during the Middle Kingdom see: W.M.F. 
Petrie, The Royal Tombs of the First Dynasty I. London: EEF, 1900, p. 7; G. Dreyer et al., “Umm el-Qa’ab. 
Nachuntersuchungen im frühzeitlichen Königsfriedhof – 7./8.,” MDAIK 52 (1996): 11-81, pp. 64-66, fig. 
21a, pl. 13c; E.-M. Engel, Das Grab des Qa’a in Umm el-Qa’ab – Architektur und Inventar (Universität 
Göttingen Diss., 1997), pp. 699-702; V. Müller, “The Chronological Implication of Seal Impressions: Further 
Evidence for Cultic Activities in the Middle Kingdom in the Early Dynastic Royal Necropolis at Umm el-
Qa’ab/Abydos,” in M. Bietak and E. Czerny (eds.), Scarabs of the Second Millennium BC from Egypt, Nubia, 
Crete, and the Levant (Wien: Verlag Österreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 2004), pp. 141-159;  
2162 Müller, “The Chronological Implication of Seal Impressions,” pp. 152-156 offers a full accounting of the 
various proposed dates for the destruction and subsequent reconstruction of the Early Dynastic royal 
tombs – based on the evidence presented in her study, she ultimately concludes that the most likely 
situation is that the tombs were destroyed during the First Intermediate Period, then reconstructed 
during the Middle Kingdom, likely under Senwosret I. See also: U. Effland, “Das Grab des Gottes Osiris in 
Umm el-Qa’ab/Abydos,” in I. Cerlach and D. Raue (eds.), Sanktuar und Ritual: Heilige Platze im 
archäologischen Befund (Rahden: VML, Keidort, 2013, pp. 321-330.  
2163 A. Amelineau, Le tombeau d’Osiris (Paris: Ernest Leroux, 1899); Müller, “The Chronological Implication 
of Seal Impressions,” p. 154; Leahy, “A Protective Measure,” p. 56; Effland, “Das Grab des Gottes Osiris in 
Umm el-Qa’ab/Abydos,” pp. 321-330. 
512 
 
establish a direct link between the Middle Kingdom administration and their prestigious royal 
ancestors; a development likely connected with the growing cult complex at the site and the 
local Festival of Osiris.2164  
  During the reign of Senwosret I, the Old Kingdom temple of Osiris was torn down and 
replaced with a new construction; this process is chronicled in immense detail in Papyrus 
Reisner I and III.2165 These papyri come from a group of four that Reisner discovered in 1904 
inside tomb N 408 at Naga ed Deir. Several stelae dating to Senwosret I as well as the stela of 
Khendjer, of the 13th Dynasty also reference the project, and other inscriptional evidence from 
the period refers to work at the temple, its regular maintenance, and its upkeep. Senwosret I, 
Senwosret II, Amenemhet III, Neferhotep I, Khendjer, and Khaneferre Sobekhotep IV are all 
attested in the area of the main temple.  
 In addition, a series of cenotaphs, or memorial chapels, were constructed during the 
Middle Kingdom in the area on the escarpment overlooking the temple of Osiris that were 
originally filled with votive stelae and statuary. This area, known as the Terrace of the Great 
God, played a crucial role in the Osiris festival and cult. The cenotaphs were built of mudbrick; 
most were single chamber with a vaulted roof, a low-walled forecourt, and two trees. All were 
oriented towards the temple of Osiris and the processional way, allowing the deceased to 
participate in the festival and benefit from the daily offerings of the temple.2166  
                                                             
2164 Richards, Society and Death, pp. 130-131. 
2165 This group of four papyri have been analyzed in detail by Simpson in four volumes, one for each text. 
W.K. Simpson, Papyrus Reisner I: the records of a building project in the reign of Sesostris I (Boston: 
Museum of Fine Arts, 1963); Papyrus Reisner II: accounts of the dockyard workshop at This in the reign of 
Sesostris I (Boston: MFA, 1965); Papyrus Reisner III; the records of a building project in the early twelfth 
dynasty (Boston: MFA, 1969); Papyrus Reisner IV: personal accounts of the early twelfth dynasty (Boston: 
MFA, 1986). 
2166 D. O’Connor, Abydos: Egypt’s First Pharaohs and the cult of Osiris (Cairo: AUC Press, 2009), p. 96. 
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 Additional evidence relating to the chapels comes from inscriptions found on a number 
stela, offering tables, and statuary that antiquities dealers sold primarily from 1820-1857 to 
various collections throughout Europe; additional examples come from Mariette’s excavation 
material, which is now housed in Cairo.2167 The texts indicate that the two greatest periods of 
development at the Terrace came during the reigns of Senwosret I and Amenemhet II and those 
of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III – the proposed coregencies between Amenemhet I and 
Senwosret I and Senwosret III and Amenemhet III are the longest by far, a connection which 
might be worth exploring in the future.2168 Epigraphic evidence indicates that as early as the 
reign of Senwosret I, people were coming from all over Egypt to participate in the Festival of 
Osiris. The festival consisted of a procession to Poker and the tomb of Osiris, which had become 
associated with the tomb of Djer during this period.2169 The basic processional route led from 
the cultivation along the wadi towards the Umm el-Qa’ab.  This route would have traveled 
through the Osiris temple and then up to the west onto the Terrace of the Great God. From 
there, the procession would have turned and followed the wadi to Osiris’ tomb in Poker. 
 Just south of the original core of Abydos, Senwosret III made a very significant 
investment in the area with the establishment of his funerary complex. The complex includes 
three major components: a large subterranean tomb, a mortuary temple, and a town. The tomb 
is located near the desert cliffs within a large T-shaped enclosure, while the mortuary temple is 
situated at the edge of the desert at the top of a significant drop-off to the flood plain. The 
temple is oriented towards the tomb and the two would have been connected by a roadway.2170 
                                                             
2167 For more on this groups of objects see: Simpson, The Terrace. 
2168 Simpson, The Terrace, pp. 2, 26-29. 
2169 Leahy, “A Protective Measure,” p. 56. 
2170 Wegner, The Mortuary Complex of Senwosret III, pp. 21-23. 
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O’Connor has suggested that the complex served as a replica of the core area, linking the two 
symbolically and ritually.2171 Such a link is apparent in several festivals that likely involved the 
complex of Senwosret III, one of which was similar to the Beautiful Feast of the Valley at 
Thebes.2172 These festivals illustrate the importance of the relationship between the king and 
the gods and more specifically the importance of the god Osiris.  
The tomb of Senwosret III has an interior similar to that of a Middle Kingdom pyramid 
but lacks a superstructure; the absence of a man-made visual marker on the surface is one of 
the key differences between this tomb and all of its predecessors.2173 The technique links the 
tomb with the Umm el-Qa’ab, which would have been left in its natural state at this time in 
order to resemble Poker – further linking Senwosret III with Osiris. Based on the layout of the 
subterranean elements of the tomb, Wegner has proposed that it represents the first Amduat-
tomb, reflecting a significant shift in royal burial practices and ideology.2174 The tomb’s 
architecture is distinctive; however, it does fit within the evolutionary development of 12th 
Dynasty pyramid interiors. The structure shares the most similarities with the tomb of 
Senwosret II at Lahun, his own first tomb at Dahshur, and the tomb of Amenemhet III at 
Hawara.2175 The variability amongst all of the known 12th Dynasty royal tombs likely reflects a 
constant evolution of concepts related to kingship and the royal afterlife.2176 
                                                             
2171 O’Connor, Abydos, p. 99-100. 
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of an Egyptian Sacred Center during the Eighteenth Dynasty (University of Pennsylvania Diss., 2002), pp. 
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2173 J. Wegner, “The Tomb of Senwosret III at Abydos: Considerations on the Origins and Development of 
the Royal Amduat-Tomb,” in D.P. Silverman, W.K. Simpson, and J. Wegner (eds.) Archaism and Innovation 
(New Haven and Philadelphia: Department of Near Eastern Languages and Civilizations, Yale University; 
University of Pennsylvania Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology, 2009), pp. 103-169, pp. 106-114.  
2174 Wegner, “The Tomb of Senwosret III at Abydos,” pp. 103-169. 
2175 Wegner, “The Tomb of Senwosret III at Abydos,” pp. 138-139. 
2176 Wegner, “The Tomb of Senwosret III at Abydos,” p. 139; Di. Arnold, “Vom Pyramidenbezirk zum ‘Haus 
für Millionen Jahre,” MDAIK 34 (1978): 1-9.  
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The mortuary temple consisted of a stone cult building flanked by two blocks of 
mudbrick rooms, the East Block and the West Block. It is one of the best preserved large-scale 
Middle Kingdom temples in existence.2177 The entire structure was enclosed by a large wall and 
fronted with a pylon. Other areas associated with the temple included a 6,000 square meter 
zone on the eastern side dedicated to the production of bread, beer, and other staples.2178 
Thousands of relief fragments come from the temple remains, offering clues to the decorative 
program. Wegner has proposed that the exterior was decorated in painted sunk relief and 
included a description of the king’s titles and his association with Osiris.2179 The interior 
decoration, which was done in raised relief, would have been very similar to that of other 
mortuary temples of the Old and Middle Kingdoms; however, it also included special scenes 
linking the king with Abydos and the god Osiris. Life-size figures of Senwosret III, Amenemhat III, 
and Osiris were also a part of the relief program.2180 In addition, Abydos QS1 and QS2 come from 
the temple along with a series of life-size calcite statues of the king. The complex served to 
sustain the Ka of the king and to link him specifically with the god Osiris.2181  
The town associated with the complex has the structure of a state-planned community, 
and is similar in size to the one at Lahun.2182 The occupation of the town ran from its 
establishment during the reign of Senwosret III through the New Kingdom.2183 The exposed 
portion preserves a very large elite residence associated with the town’s mayor and a series of 
                                                             
2177 Wegner, The Mortuary Complex of Senwosret III, pp. 49-54. 
2178 Wegner, The Mortuary Complex of Senwosret III, pp. 49-54; J. Wegner, ‘The Organization of the 
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2180 Wegner, The Mortuary Complex of Senwosret III, pp. 151-173. 
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12 medium-sized residences. The reign of Senwosret III marks the beginning of an era of intense 
royal investment in the site spanning through the late 13th Dynasty; this period represents the 
height of the popularity of the site.2184  
Senwosret III’s connection to the site and the god Osiris is further underscored by the 
stela of Ikhernofret.2185 In the first section of the text Senwosret III sends Ikhernofret to Abydos 
to make monuments for Osiris and to decorate his “secret place” with gold from Nubia. 
Ikherhofret’s commission also includes participation in the Osiris Festival. There, he takes on the 
role of the dutiful son, adorning the image of the god, creating a barque shrine for him and 
fashioning the members of the divine ennead along with their shrines. In this capacity, he acts 
on behalf of the king, playing the part normally designated for the pharaoh himself. This portion 
of text illustrates the wealth and exotic material being put to use and highlights the importance 
of the Osiris cult.  
 Next, Ikhernofret addresses the staff of the temple of Osiris and supervises work on a 
number of projects. After all of these tasks are complete, the festival begins. The rites open with 
the Going Forth of Wepwawet, likely represented by the procession of the image of Osiris, in the 
form of a living king, out of his temple. Osiris was preceded by Wepwawet who acted as a 
protector against any potential enemies.2186 Ikhernofret would have likely been the one at the 
head of this procession, protecting his father Osiris. This phase was connected with Osiris’ 
accession to the throne and signified both the seizure of power and the beginning of the new 
king’s rule.2187 Wepwawet was the principal actor in the mysteries of Osiris and had many 
                                                             
2184 Leahy, “A Protective Measure,” p. 59. 
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2186 O’Connor, Abydos, p. 91. 
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functions. He acted as Horus, the son of Osiris and was referred to as zA-mr.f, the “son who 
loves him.”  He acted as the sem-priest, as the leader of the funerary rites for his father and 
participated in his resurrection. He also had the traditional role of the “Opener-of-Ways.”2188 
The next phase of the procession was the Great Escape.2189 This portion focused 
specifically on the myth of Osiris and included his death, the search for his body, and mourning; 
it is possible these events were ritually reenacted.2190 Otto has suggested that this phase took 
place over water and represented the deceased king’s journey to Abydos.2191 The procession 
would have then moved to the Umm el-Qa’ab where the final phase, the funeral of Osiris, would 
have taken place. The highpoint of the festival would have been the resurrection of Osiris from 
his tomb, however not much information about this is known. Lavier has suggested that the 
statue likely would have been laid down on a bier and reanimated, much in the same way a new 
statue would have been.2192 The king, or in the case of Ikhernofret, his proxy, would play the 
part of Horus, and would have been involved in this process, as would the Ennead of Abydos. 
Osiris would have been judged, just as the deceased were, and then would have returned in 
triumph in his Neshmet-barque. 
The Opening of the Mouth, which allowed the individual to attain continued life as Osiris 
was normally performed by either the son of the deceased, who was associated with the god 
Horus, or Wepwawet. The father-son bond reenacted by means of the Osiris myth perpetuated 
the royal ideology of the Old Kingdom in which the one living Horus ruled over Egypt while his 
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father, Osiris ruled the world of the dead. This father-son dichotomy sets up a mythological 
roadblock to the religious acceptance of the idea of co-rule. The associated mythology appears 
to have developed during the Thinite period in relation to the ancient deceased king, 
Khentiamentiu, and the transmission of power to his son, the living king Wepwawet.2193 The 
inscriptional evidence suggests that the goal of the festival and votive offerings was the 
identification with the deceased with Osiris. This particular set of rituals including the annual 
Osiris procession and the votive zone are a unique set of features marking the close connection 
between Osiris and Abydos – this may be why the site became so significant during this period 
for both royal and private individuals.2194 
 The association of a reigning or deceased king with the god Osiris is not unusual; 
however, Senwosret III’s investment in the area stands out as particularly significant, echoing a 
level of royal investment that hadn’t occurred since the reign of Senwosret I. In addition, his 
focus on the south becomes more interesting when it is viewed in conjunction with Amenemhet 
III’s efforts in the Fayum and his very close connection to the development and proliferation of a 
version of the god Horus, who was associated specifically with the capital of the Fayum and its 
titular god Sobek-Shedty.  
7.2.2 – Amenemhet III as Horus of Shedet 
The Fayum appears to have been a special location where Amenemhet III chose to 
commemorate a number of strategic points in his reign including his coronation, his 
inauguration as sole ruler, and his coregency with Amenemhet IV. The Fayum depression is 
surrounded by desert on three sides and by a large lake in the north; it is linked to the Nile by 
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means of the Bahr Yussef.2195 The most important city in the region was that of Shedet (Medinet 
el-Fayum), which was located geographically at the center of the Fayum and also played the 
central role in the local theology.2196 As a result of a series of developments in the Fayum,2197 
that area rose in popularity over the course of the 12th Dynasty. The earliest evidence of 12th 
Dynasty investment is a fragmentary dyad depicting Amenemhet I seated next to the goddess 
Bastet.2198 The first architectural remains date to Senwosret I, who erected a large, monolithic 
obelisk/stela at Abgig, a city located near Medinet el-Fayum.2199 Unfortunately, the monument is 
not well preserved; based on the inscriptions and scenes Zecchi has suggested that it may have 
been ordered in the first part of the king’s reign, before he began construction of the temple of 
Amun at Karnak.2200 This would have been during his term as junior coregent. 
The monument is focused on a number of the main gods of Egypt including Montu, 
Ptah, Atum, Amun, and Re-Horakhty.2201 In the following reigns, many of the important national 
gods were given local Fayyumic epithets in order to ground their presence in the region.2202 That 
                                                             
2195 For more on the settlement of the Fayum during the Middle Kingdom see: F. Gomaà, Die Besiedlung 
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is not the case on the Abgig monument; the deities remain autonomous representatives of the 
main religious and political centers of the country, leading to Zecchi to conclude that the object 
was merely a tangible sign of dynastic presence in a provincial region; the headless statue of 
Senwosret I from Medinet el-Fayum also neglects the main local god, referring to the king as 
beloved of Horus of Nbyt.2203 The evidence suggests that in the early 12th Dynasty the local 
theology was not important to the crown.2204  
Nevertheless, Sobek-Shedty slowly rose in status, with his power culminating in the 
reign of Amenemhet III. Amenemhet II was the first known king to refer to himself as “beloved 
of Sobek-Horus Shedty,” on a seal now in the Brooklyn Museum.2205 Senwosret II then 
constructed his pyramid complex near the entrance to the Fayum at Lahun. Although he 
referred to himself on a seal as “beloved of Sobek lord of Shedet,” the main deity worshipped at 
his funerary complex was Anubis, suggesting that the upward mobility of local god of the Fayum 
was slow.2206 It is also likely that Senwosret II built the temple at Qasr el-Sagha.2207 Only a single 
fragmentary inscription links Senwosret III with Sobek of Shedet, suggesting that he did not 
show particular interest in the Fayum or its chief deity;2208 this is in stark contrast to both the 
political and religious strategies of his son, Amenemhet III. 
During the reign of Amenemhet III, a more systematic investment in the Fayum began; a 
process that may have been intimately linked with the practice of coregency. The evidence 
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521 
 
suggests that Amenemhet III worked to align himself with the local version of the god Horus, a 
crocodile god derived from Sobek of Shedet.  It is possible that the king’s efforts initially related 
to his role as one of two living incarnations of the god Horus. This may explain his preoccupation 
with the region throughout his reign and his apparent focus on northern sites for his 
construction program. It is possible that the link between the junior coregent and the Fayum 
was something that began with the reign of Senwosret I; however, such an investigation lies 
outside the scope of this project. Amenemhet III undertook building and religious programs 
throughout the Fayum aimed at emphasizing both his persona and local cults, focusing his 
attention primarily on four sites: Shedet, Hawara, Biahmu, and Medinet Madi.2209  
Shedet/Medinet el-Fayum 
Medinet el-Fayum was the capital of the region; the main formal temple at the site was 
first established during the Old Kingdom.2210 The earliest Middle Kingdom levels date to the 
beginning of the 12th Dynasty; however, it is unclear exactly when the temple was renovated or 
reconstructed.2211 The dyad of Amenemhet I, the statue of Senwosret I, and the monument of 
Abgig indicate that royal patronage began early; nonetheless, based on the inscriptional 
evidence Zecchi has proposed that it was most likely Amenemhet III who reconstructed the 
temple.2212 
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While direct of evidence of Amenemhet III’s work at Medinet el-Fayum is limited, a 
small corpus of material suggests a strong investment in the site. These remains indicate that 
the temple would have been large enough to accommodate statuary and, most likely, a group of 
monolithic granite columns.2213 A series of 12 wall reliefs or relief fragments, 17 granite, papyrus 
bundle columns, a fragment being used as a threshold, and an over-life-size statue (Cairo CG 
395) from the temple and its environs all date to the reign of Amenemhet III.2214 In addition, 
another seven relief blocks, an offering table, two fragmentary statue bases (Cairo CG 769 and 
Cloisters of St. George), and a fragment from a statue wearing the nemes headdress are said to 
have come from the Fayum in general.  
The majority of the objects found at Medinet el-Fayyum associate Amenemhet III with 
Sobek of Shedet, who is also referred to as Sobek-Shedty or Horus who resides in Shedet. The 
epigraphic evidence from the site suggests that he wanted to completely integrate the 
crocodile-god into the ideology of kingship by strengthening the connection between Sobek of 
Shedet and Horus.2215 Zecchi has touted Amenemhet III’s program as the best example of royal 
legitimation by means of the divine world on the local level; Sobek of Shedet was Horus who 
resides in Shedet – cementing a relationship between Sobek and the ruling king of Egypt as a 
representation of the god Horus.2216 Inscriptions on a series of columns from the site indicate 
that during the reign of Amenemhet III both the god and king were viewed as royal.2217 This 
syncretism between Sobek and Horus coupled with a new group of epithets for the god 
established by Amenemhet III increased the prominence of the deity, allowed the king to 
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receive the divine essence of kingship, and made the temple of Shedet a center for the 
recognition of royal power.2218  
During this period Sobek became a god who exercised control over the whole world and 
was intimately connected with royal doctrine.2219 The most important evidence related to the 
role of Sobek-Shedty and the significance of the Fayum region are the three limestone blocks in 
the Berlin Museum (Berlin 15801-15803) that preserve part of a coronation text of Amenemhet 
III. While the exact provenance of the blocks is unknown, their content suggests they most likely 
came from the temple at Medinet el-Fayum or Hawara.2220 The relationship between these 
blocks and the coregency of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III is discussed in Chapter Two; 
however, it is important to revisit certain aspects of their content here. 
According to the text, the coronation of Amenemhet III and the creation of his titulary 
occurred in the presence of Senwosret III. Zecchi has proposed that his presence in the text 
coupled with his absence in the Fayum and in the development of the cult of Sobek underscores 
the political legitimacy of the new king.2221 The text confirms the significance of the temple at 
Medinet el-Fayum during the reign of Amenemhet III and its connection to the royal ideology of 
the period, as it served as the location for the confirmation and transmission of royal power 
from one king to another.  The inscription states that Amenemhet III received his power and 
titulary from “his father Sobek of Shedet,” indicating that the political and theological 
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recognition of Amenemhet III as king took place in the presence of his human father and with 
the support of his divine father Sobek-Horus.2222 
The iconography associated with many of the images of Amenemhet III from Medinet 
el-Fayum, particularly Cairo CG 395 (Appendix B, No. 41), is purposefully archaic and is 
associated with the king’s role as a priest. Zecchi and Hirsch have suggested that the 
aforementioned statue depicted the king as a priest of Hathor, a sem-priest, and as the son of a 
deity, likely Sobek/Horus.2223 This assessment is important for a number of reasons. First and 
foremost, it indicates that Amenemhet III actively sought to associate himself with a specific 
form of Horus that was not affiliated with the reign of his father, from his coronation onward. 
Second, the iconography of the Cairo statue indicates that he chose to highlight his role as a 
dutiful son, a function that appears to be linked to both his actual and his divine fathers; he also 
draws on this role in his coronation inscription. It is possible that this strategy related to his role 
as junior coregent, serving to emphasize the relationship between Amenemhet III and 
Senwosret III and to cast the former as his own version of Horus, i.e. as a king that was 
distinctive from the current reigning monarch.  
It is also possible that CG 395 depicted Amenemhet III in the role of Iunmutef, the divine 
sem-priest and incarnation of the god Horus acting on behalf of his father, Osiris. During the 12th 
Dynasty, Iunmutef was particularly connected with the Sed-Festival, serving as a patron of the 
materials associated with certain rites and as the deity who opens the way for the king’s rebirth 
and reaffirmation.2224 While this interpretation presents a number of interesting possibilities, 
                                                             
2222 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, p. 51.  
2223 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, p. 53; Hirsch, Kultpolitik, p. 123. 
2224 J. Wegner, “The Barque of Wenut-Shemau at the Sed-Festival: An Old Kingdom Temple Relief from 
Herakleopolis,” JARCE 53 (2017): 139-180, pp. 152-153; U. Rummel, “Generating ‘Millions of Years’: 
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the style of the priest statue links it with those images from the end of Amenemhet III’s reign – 
therefore, it is unlikely that he would have had himself depicted in the guise of his own Sed 
Festival priest. It is possible that it was designed to be commemorative of an earlier moment in 
the king’s reign, but the very accentuated style of the facial features argues against that theory.  
During the reign of Amenemhet III Sobek-Shedty received new titles that served to 
express his elevated status. It is interesting to note that the titles appear first on the granite 
columns from Medinet el-Fayum and then subsequently in two inscriptions associated with 
Amenemhet IV at Medinet Madi,2225 further signifying that the Fayum may have been an 
important religious center possibly affiliated with coregency. In each case, the epithets generally 
describe the king as beloved of Sobek of Shedet, Horus who resides in Shedet, lord of the wrrt-
crown, xnwty, who resides in the palace, lord of the great throne. Additional epithets of the god 
in these inscriptions include: lord of magnificence, great of awe, and image with the diadem and 
the double feathers.2226 Sobeknefru also acquired similar epithets when she took the throne; 
they then move into the private sphere during the 13th Dynasty.2227 Although much of this 
commentary is circumstantial, the fact that these epithets appear in relation to the first phase of 
both king’s reigns, the period of time in which they would have served as junior partners, is 
significant and deserves more attention. 
The possible coronation of Amenemhet III at the temple of Sobek/Horus-Shedty in 
Medinet el-Fayum marks the first of a series of important events in the king’s reign whose 
commemoration occurred primarily in the Fayum. It clearly designates the region as a 
                                                             
Iunmutef and the Ritual Aspect of Divine Kingship,” Memnonia – Cahiers Supplémentaire 2 (2010): 193-
208, p. 194. 
2225 For a full account of these inscriptions see: Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, pp. 44-45.  
2226 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, p. 44.  
2227 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, p. 45.  
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fundamental element of the political and ideological image Amenemhet III chose to symbolize 
his kingship. It also suggests that this newly emphasized form of the god Horus may have been 
necessary to justify the practice of coregency with the concept of divine kingship. As a result of 
his efforts in the area, beginning with his coronation, Amenemhet III emerged as a new form of 
the god Horus, distinctive from Senwosret III, but still embodying the traditional role of the 
divine king.  His work at Medinet el-Fayum set the stage for the rest of his reign, including his 
final coregency with Amenemhet IV. 
Hawara 
 The complex of Amenemhet III at Hawara has already been discussed at length. The 
archaeological evidence suggests that at the start of his reign Amenemhet III began construction 
on his first funerary establishment in association with that of his father, at Dahshur, continuing 
the traditional 12th Dynasty style. However, after of a series of clear changes in the royal 
conception of the afterlife and the collapse of his original pyramid, he shifted his focus to the 
Fayum. Since little is known about the decorative program of his Dahshur complex, it is unclear 
what deities would have been emphasized or how the king would have been portrayed. It is 
possible that he chose to follow the lead of his father – first taking the more traditional route, 
then choosing a location and design that was more suited to his individual royal program.  
A number of rock inscriptions from the Wadi Hammamat indicate that construction at 
Hawara was in its final phases during the second decade of the king’s reign; the inscriptions 
relate to expeditions to acquire stone for the site and its statuary.2228 One, dating to the king’s 
Year 19 (which would be the last year of a long coregency), refers to the acquisition of stone for 
statues at Hawara and to the House of Sobek Shedty (m pr sbk Sdty), demonstrating a strong 
                                                             
2228 Couyat and Montet, Les inscriptions, pp. 51-52, pl. XIV. 
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connection between these two temples.2229 As discussed previously, it is likely that work at 
Hawara began during Amenemhet III’s first period of coregency as both the architectural and art 
historical remains suggest an overlap in production with Senwosret III. 
In contrast to the funerary establishments of previous kings, Amenemhet III’s Hawara 
cult paid particular attention to local deities, especially Sobek. While there is clear evidence for 
the presence of a crocodile cult at Hawara, there is no indication that a local Hawaran form of 
the deity existed.2230 This suggests that Sobek-Shedty was the appropriate form the god for 
veneration in a local royal complex and further underscores the close relationship between god 
and king cultivated throughout the reign of Amenemhet III. Evidence of the god’s presence at 
Hawara includes a number of limestone statues, depictions in relief, and inscriptions, as well as 
mentions on royal sculptures and other inscriptions referencing the king. 
Biahmu 
This site of Biahmu is located approximately 7 km to the north of Medinet el-Fayyum 
and is characterized primarily by the remains of two large stone pedestals that once held seated 
colossi depicting Amenemhet III. As is discussed in Section 6.3.1, it is most likely that these 
statues reflect the sole-reign of Amenemhet III. Their large size, as well as their location near the 
entrance to the Fayum further emphasize the prominence of the region during the reign of 
Amenemhet III. 
Medinet Madi 
Medinet Madi is located 30 km south-west of Medinet el-Fayyum and is discussed in 
detail in Section 6.4.2. The local temple was dedicated to Renenutet, but Sobek-Horus also 
                                                             
2229 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, p. 54. 
2230 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, p. 58.  
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played a very influential role; relief work and inscriptions help to reveal the function of these 
two deities during the final phase of Amenemhet III’s reign.2231 Zecchi has suggested that the 
decorative program was a coherent whole, with a symbolic duality focused on a divine and a 
royal level.2232 The texts and relief portray Amenemhet III as the son of Sobek-Shedty, signifying 
a close connection to the local religious landscape and to the theme of royal ideology – the 
culmination of trends established at the start of the king’s reign. 
The name and image of Sobek appear throughout the temple, demonstrating his central 
role in the local theology.2233 Even though the temple is dedicated to Renenutet, it is Sobek who 
passes the power to his son, Amenemhet III.2234 According to Zecchi, the theology of the temple 
parallels the economic and agricultural exploitation of the region and the legitimacy of royal 
power. The temple itself is dedicated to the goddess of agricultural products, while the presence 
of Sobek underscore Amenemhet III’s legitimacy as derived from the richness of the region and 
the divine world of the Fayum.  
In regard to coregency, Zecchi has suggested that it is possible Amenemhet IV had been 
crowned while Amenemhet III was still living, but after the latter had begun decoration of the 
three niches at the back of the temple; construction then proceeded under the auspices of both 
kings. He has stated further that under coregency the theological duality of the temple would 
have transferred over to the royal level, easily accommodating two kings as officiants.2235  A 
limited number of scenes would then have been added during the sole-reign of Amenemhet IV, 
as discussed in Section 6.2.3. The temple at Medinet Madi is the only place where the name of 
                                                             
2231 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, pp. 62-65. 
2232 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, p. 83.  
2233 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, p. 78. 
2234 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, p. 80. 
2235 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, p. 83. 
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Amenemhet IV is associated with Sobek-Horus of Shedet and he does not seem to have worked 
on any other monuments in the Fayum; he is not even mentioned at the Hawara complex of 
Amenemhet III.2236 This aligns with the theory that Amenemhet III sought to make himself a 
distinctive Horus; if true, this would imply that his own successor would have had to do the 
same. 
Another noteworthy point that ties into the discussion of the visual representation of 
coregency during this period relates to the chosen headdresses of these two kings in the 
temple’s relief decoration. Zecchi has noted that use of geographically symbolic crows was 
exceptional, with the participants opting for the khat and nemes, which appear as a 
complimentary pair. He has suggested that the headdresses may have been more appropriate 
for the rituals portrayed because they would have underlined the importance of the ceremonies 
in relation to the kingship of the entire country more appropriately than the two regional 
crowns.2237 The pairing of the khat and nemes also occurs on the series of granite dyads from 
Hawara and may relate directly to the ideology of coregency during the 12th Dynasty. 
The Hymns to Sobek 
 In addition to the archeological evidence, two hymns dedicated to Sobek of Shedet are 
preserved on a papyrus roll from a Middle Kingdom tomb at the Ramesseum; these offer the 
best picture of the character of this god and his mythic roles.2238 The origin of the hymns is 
unknown, but the contents of the tomb suggest that they may have belonged to a lector priest; 
                                                             
2236 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, p. 84; Blom-Böer, Die Tempelanlage Amenemhets III, pp. 83, 132-136, n. 26-
27. 
2237 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, p. 78. 
2238 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, pp. 94ff; A.H. Gardiner, “Hymns to Sobek in a Ramesseum Papryus,” RdE 11 
(1957): 43-56, pls. 2-4; Zecchi, Inni religiosi dell’Egitto antico, pp. 57-65; R.B. Parkinson, Cracking Codes. 
The Rosetta Stone and Decipherment, (London: BMP, 1999), p. 91.  
530 
 
therefore, it is possible they were intended to be read during religious rites or at a particular 
festival. These texts illustrate the diffusion of the cult of Sobek-Shedet beyond the Fayum 
region. The first text mentions a king Amenemhet, most likely Amenemhet III, marking his reign 
as a terminus a quo for their recording.2239  
 The hymns express the changes that Sobek underwent, particularly during the reign of 
Amenemhet III. The first hymn presents the crocodile as a primordial god who emerged from 
the waters or creation.2240 He is further identified with the god Ra and as a member of the Great 
Ennead. A list of places where the god resides and exercises his power is also included; this 
section indicates that it is he who causes the water of the Bahr Yussef to go forth and inundate 
the whole country. His domain includes Egypt, the desert and foreign lands, the water, the sky, 
and the divine world. The text relates the god’s power to violence and fear; although, he does 
show gentleness, particularly toward his personal king, Amenemhet. Next, we hear of the god’s 
sexual prowess and desirability as well as his relationship with the goddess Neith.  
 The second includes a new version of the Osiris myth in which Sobek-Shedty plays the 
role of Horus.2241 During the late 12th Dynasty a local version of Osiris, Osiris the sovereign who 
resides in the land of the lake, emerged as the counterpoint to this new version of Horus. The 
second hymn recounts the full Osirian drama, including the opening of the mouth ritual, which 
marked Sobek-Horus as the legitimate heir to the throne of Upper and Lower Egypt. It is most 
likely that this mythic cycle developed in the Fayum, enabling Sobek to play the funerary role 
and connecting him with kingship and legitimacy. Zecchi has stated unequivocally that it was the 
                                                             
2239 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, p. 95; P. Vernus, “Etudes de philology et de linguistique,” RdE 32 (1980): 111-
134, p. 117. 
2240 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, pp. 95-96.  
2241 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, pp. 100-101. 
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connection between Sobek-Shedty and Horus, perpetuated above all by Amenemhet III, who is 
mentioned in the hymn – that allowed Sobek to achieve so much.2242 These hymns further 
strengthen the connection between Sobek-Shedty and the royal ideology of the later 12th 
Dynasty; the god’s possession of the major symbols and iconography of kingship portray him as 
“an invincible ruler of the two lands.”2243 
Evidence from the sites presented above suggests a clear and deliberate visual, 
architectural, and textual program designed to increase the prestige and standing of Sobek-
Shedty, Horus who resides in Shedet and to associate that newly minted god of kingship 
exclusively with Amenemhet III. This program was likely part of the overall political strategy of 
Amenemhet III and its appearance in conjunction with his coronation indicates that it was 
thought out well in advance of his promotion to the throne. It is possible that this material 
reflects the desire of Amenemhet III to promote himself as a new version of Horus, one 
distinctive from his father Senwosret III who would also have been considered a living 
incarnation of that god.  
An example of the success of this strategy is a small naos-shaped object from Bubastis 
(fig. 89).2244 The naos depicts a royal hippopotamus-hunting scene and is topped with the figure 
of a crocodile and an inscription that links Amenemhet III and Horus of Shedet. Based on a 
detailed formal analysis of the piece, Brandl has connected it with the local cult dedicated to the 
deified Amenemhet III, which he has proposed began during the king’s reign or just after2245 - 
                                                             
2242 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, pp. 101-102. 
2243 Zecchi, Sobek of Shedet, p. 102.  
2244 The piece is currently located in the Ahmed Orabi Museum of Herreya Raznah (Sharkeya); inventory 
No. H.820. 
2245 H. Brandl, “Götter des Fajjum: Amenemhat III., Sobek und Horus von Schedet: zur Deutung des 
Bildprogramms eines ungewöhnlichen "Naos" im Museum von Herreya Raznah/Zagazig,” Bulletin of the 
Egyptian Museum 2 (2005): 29-39, p. 29.  
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much like the cult of the deified Senwosret III further south in Nubia. Regardless of when the 
cult was founded, the naos encapsulates the Fayum program of Amenemhet III and indicates 
that he achieved his goal of establishing himself as a Horus in the Fayum. 
The forward-facing side of the naos depicts Horus-Shedty handing life, stability, and 
power to Amenemhet III, the right and left sides portray the king in a small papyrus skiff 
harpooning an angry hippopotamus,2246 and the back displays the cartouche of the king wearing 
the crown of Horus of Shedet flanked by two large-scale cobras, each wearing the red crown. 
Brandl has identified a number of features, which he has suggested denote the divine status of 
the king.2247 First, is his crown in the scene with Horus-Shedty; the style is typical in depictions of 
the gods Min and Amun, and the plumes likely connect the wearer with the solar aspects of the 
god Horus.2248 The two hippopotamus spearing scenes are also significant as they cast the king in 
the role of Horus, overcoming his Seth-like enemy. Brandl has also observed that the feathered 
cartouche was a common way of associating the name of the king with divine symbols.2249 
Further, he has related the two snakes and the double appearance of the lower Egyptian crown 
with the mythical situation where the snake goddess of the Delta, Neith, protects the young 
Horus in the papyrus thicket.2250  
The iconography of this object coveys both aspects of Amenemhet III’s Fayum program 
it depicts him in the form of the local solar god, Horus of Shedet and as a human king receiving 
                                                             
2246 The two harpooning scenes differ somewhat in the details. On the right, Amenemhet wears the crown 
of Upper Egypt and what appears to be a triangular kilt; he stabs the harpoon into the hippo’s neck. On 
the left, he wears the red crown and the shendjt kilt and harpoons the hippo in its mouth. There are also 
some differences in the glyphs. 
2247 Brandl, “Götter des Fajjum,” p. 33. 
2248 Brandl, “Götter des Fajjum,” p. 33. 
2249 Brandl, “Götter des Fajjum,” p. 34.  
2250 Brandl, “Götter des Fajjum,” p. 34.  
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legitimation from and being loved by that deity, with whom he shares his divinity. Brandl has 
also noted the connection between these two entities on two lintels from the Fayum dating to 
the reign of Amenemhet III: Berlin 16953 and London BM EA 1072.2251 The inscriptions on both 
preserve the names of Sobek and Horus of Shedet flanking a central cartouche of Amenemhet III 
a top the sign for gold. In the case of the London relief in particular, the parallel arrangement of 
all three names suggests that Amenemhet III was also involved in temple’s cult, leading Brandl 














Fig. 89 – Ahmed Orabi Museum No. H.820 (front, top, back, right, left)2253 
                                                             
2251 Brandl, “Götter des Fajjum,” p. 36; Parkinson, Cracking Codes, p. 35; Uphill, Pharaoh’s Gateway, p. 39. 
2252 Brandl, “Götter des Fajjum,” p. 37. 
2253 Brandl, “Götter des Fajjum,” figs. 5, 2, 11, 7, and 9. 
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Regardless of when the cult was established, its existence and its link to the cult of 
Sobek-Shedty, Horus who resides in Shedet emphasizes the undeniable importance of the god 
during the reign of Amenemhet III and the culmination of a multifaceted program orchestrated 
at the state level. When coupled with the art historical data discussed in Chapters Five and Six it 
becomes possible to suggest that Amenemhet III’s work in the Fayum may offer a direct 
response to critics who have suggested that it would have been impossible for the Egyptians to 
accept two living kings. Horus, the original god of kingship, did not cease to exist once Sobek-
Horus rose in esteem – both gods endured together and continued their parallel trajectories as 
representatives of divine kingship. 
7.2.3 – Conclusions 
As discussed in Chapter Two, certain scholars have argued that Egyptian royal doctrine 
directs that only one pharaoh could exist at any given time, serving as the one living Horus.2254 In 
order to deal with this perceived problem, Murnane proposed that the junior king served as 
“Horus the protector of his Father,” while the elder king styled himself as a living Osiris.2255 
Further, Lorton’s acknowledgment of the existence of a multiplicity of Horuses in the divine 
realm, distinguished by cult place or epithet, leaves open the possibility that more than one 
                                                             
2254 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, p. 36. Obsomer bases his opinion on a series of authors including: L.A. 
Christophe (ASAE 51 (1951), p. 371), whose work on the Ramesside period suggests that the king, who 
identified himself as Re, could not share the throne with the crown prince. In addition, while the latter 
could exercise all royal duties, he was forbidden to serve as sovereign until after the king’s death; J. von 
Beckerath (BiOr 36 (1979), col. 306), also agrees that the concept of two kings was at odds with Egyptian 
doctrines related to monarchy; A.J. Spalinger, (JARCE 16 (1979), p. 189) has stated that the religious 
conception of kingship, with the king representing Horus, the son of Osiris, stands against the possibility 
of two kings ruling simultaneously; finally, D.B. Redford, (JEA 69 (1983), p. 181) has proposed that since 
Horus follows Osiris, when the latter is dead and transfigured, two Horuses cannot occupy the throne 
together. 
2255 Murnane, Coregnecies, p. 264. 
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Horus could exist in the world of the living.2256 This is especially clear during the reign of 
Amenemhet III, with the rise to prominence of Horus-Shedty, in the Fayum.  
The evidence discussed in these last two sections reveals two possible methods for 
dealing with any mythological issues that may have complicated the representation of two living 
kings. First, it is possible to view Senwosret III’s investment in Abydos and in the god Osiris as an 
attempt to, as Murnane has suggested, style himself as a living Osiris. This would complement 
Amenemhet III’s association with Horus-Shedty. Two main points of reference argue against this 
interpretation. First, the majority of Senwosret III’s work at Abydos appears to be funerary in 
nature, making it more likely that his strong connection to the god was intended to be reflective 
of his afterlife. Second, if Senwosret III had truly taken on the role of a living Osiris there would 
have been no need for Amenemhet III to create a new form of the god Horus, as he could have 
easily taken over the role of the son of Osiris.  
The second, more intriguing possibility, is that both Senwosret III and his son worked to 
associate themselves with different aspects of the god Horus. Following this theory, it is possible 
that Senwosret III chose to align himself with Wepwawet, the principal actor in the Festival of 
Osiris, who played Horus, the son of Osiris, served as the sem-priest and leader of the funerary 
rites for his father, and participated in his resurrection. This more ancient representation of the 
dutiful son motif is linked with the mythology surrounding the original god of Abydos, 
Khentiamentiu, a deceased king who transferred his power over to his living son, Wepwawet.2257 
The association between Senwosret III and Wepwawet appears in written form on Cairo CG 
20691, a private funerary stela from Abydos discussed in Chapter Two (Section 2.2.5). The 
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536 
 
lunette is decorated with a symmetrical inscription presenting the titulary and epithets of 
Senwosret III and Amenemhet III surmounted by a winged sundisk. The right inscription denotes 
Senwosret III as, “beloved of Wepwawet, Lord of the Necropolis,” and the left refers to 
Amenemhet III as, “beloved of Osiris, Lord of Abydos.”  
This theory would explain the need for Amenemhet III to distinguish his own special 
form of the God Horus and would align with Schaefer’s supposition that the chaos of the First 
Intermediate Period had rendered useless the belief that only one king could exist.2258  It 
appears that Amenemhet III’s association with Sobek-Shedty/Horus-Shedty began with his 
coronation and only strengthened throughout his reign. The fact that Senwosret III and 
Amenemhet IV had virtually no association with the god Sobek or the Fayum in general further 
underscores Amenemhet III’s deliberate decision to distinguish himself from his other partners 
in kingship.  
I have examined the full range of evidence available and, while it is certainly open to 
multiple lines of interpretation, this work reveals that we should strongly consider the possibility 
that Senwosret III and Amenemhet III both worked to style themselves as distinctive versions of 
the god Horus as a way to conform to the more traditional notions of Egyptian kingship. I have 
included this chapter in order to further the conversation surrounding the practice of coregency 
and to open up new lines of inquiry into the practical matters that would have gone into the 
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CHAPTER EIGHT: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
 
8.1 – The Practice of Coregency during the 12th Dynasty 
 The data discussed in Chapter Two suggests that the Egyptians used coregencies as an 
important political strategy, to help cement the line of succession and to ensure the general 
stability of the 12th Dynasty. While there is no unassailable written proof of the practice, the 
weight of the archaeological, epigraphic, art historical, religious, and chronological evidence 
cannot be dismissed. Our inability, as outsiders, to fully understand the intentions of the ancient 
Egyptians makes it difficult to investigate the existence of coregencies during the 12th Dynasty. 
The evidence in favor of the practice is considerable; however, an entrenched divide between 
scholars on both sides of the issue has prevented many from acknowledging newly emerging 
sources of data that are, in many ways, more reliable than the possible double-dated 
inscriptions. The corpus of material in favor of coregency includes double-dated and co-naming 
stelae and other objects, literary texts, temple reliefs, religious inscriptions, architectural 
developments, control notes from key archaeological sites, and artistic qualities present in the 
royal statuary of the period that first appear in the reign of Senwosret I. 
 The initial debate over this practice began in the late 1970’s with the work of Murnane 
and Delia and, while their argumentation is still sound, a number of new objects and sites have 
come to light, necessitating a re-evaluation of this material, particularly in relation to Senwosret 
III and Amenemhet III.2259 The majority of the current scholars who have argued against co-rule 
follow the work of Obsomer, who has categorically denied all evidence for the practice based on 
his interpretation of the double-dated monuments. This viewpoint has stalled progress toward 
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answering this question as the weight of all of the evidence, not just the epigraphic examples, 
offers support to proponents of coregency. The previous scholarship on this topic appears to be 
divided based on the type of evidence preferred, for example, those who prioritize the texts 
tend to dismiss the archaeological or art historical evidence a priori due to their rejection of the 
inscriptional records. A full review of the data currently available indicates that the 
archaeological/architectural evidence is the most clear. 
It remains true that much of the epigraphic evidence can sustain a host of 
interpretations; however, the following conclusions drawn out in this study indicate that 
coregency is the most valid explanation for the double-dates and for a number of the co-naming 
stelae.  Foremost is the work of Franke, which indicates that the stages of an official’s career 
were always expressed in the narrative context of the main inscription.2260 Therefore, the years 
expressed in the lunette should not be considered a biographical statement. This suggests that 
the theories that have related these dates to the career of the official and his time under two 
kings are incorrect. Further, the new analysis of Cairo CG 20691 suggests that during the Middle 
Kingdom the lunettes of Abydene stelae that contain elements of the royal titulary served to 
highlight the royal connection of the stela owner and to link the current ruler/rulers with the 
gods of Abydos.2261 Meaning, that the lunette area related directly to the current royal power, 
not to the career of the owner. 
The present state of our knowledge on Egyptian language and dating practices makes a 
number of translations plausible; however, these two assertions indicate that it is most likely 
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that the years recorded on the lunettes of the three double-dated monuments reflected the 
current state of the monarchy, betraying a pattern of coregency that began with the first two 
kings of the 12th Dynasty. In addition, the full body of available evidence, particularly that from 
the archaeological excavations at Lisht North, Dahshur, and South Abydos compliments this 
interpretation. 
8.1.1 – The Institution of Coregency and its Role in the Politics of the 12th Dynasty 
The evidence in favor of coregencies is prevalent; however, data related to 
administrative practices is much less clear. The most widely referenced model derives from 
Simpson’s suggestion that once the junior coregent came to the throne, the senior king went 
into a sort of retirement.2262 According to this model, the administration dated the central 
activities of the state such as mining expeditions, military operations, and building projects to 
the new king. Support for this theory derives from the fact that the single-dated monuments 
from each proposed period of co-rule almost always reflect the actions of the junior king. The 
promotion of the actions of the junior partner would have been essential in order to integrate 
him fully into the administration and could also have acted as a failsafe, if the physical 
capabilities of the king were compromised through old age, illness, or injury in battle – such 
factors would also help to explain the seemingly more dominant role of the younger king.  
Obsomer and others have proposed that the concept of two living kings was at odds 
with what they have termed the traditional views of Egyptian kingship, i.e. the idea that there 
could be only one living Horus at any given time.2263 However, this study has shown that a 
number of factors argue against such a conclusion. First, the existence of a number of 
                                                             
2262 See Section 2.1.1. Simpson, “The Single-Dated Monuments,” p. 215. 
2263 See Section 2.1.1. Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, p. 36; J. von Beckerath, BiOr 36 (1979), col. 306; A.J. 
Spalinger, JARCE 16 (1979), p. 189; D.B. Redford, JEA 69 (1983), p. 181. 
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incarnations of the god Horus distinguished by cult place or epithet indicates that the Egyptians 
had no problem conceiving of a multiplicity of manifestations of the god.2264 For example, 
Amenemhet III enhanced his own chosen version of Horus, Horus-Shedty, throughout the full 
span of his reign from his coronation to his coregency with Amenemhet IV.2265 This analysis of 
the art historical evidence from the reigns of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III suggests that the 
senior king undertook a campaign of commemoration, designed to express the full span of his 
reign and to stress his religious roles, underscoring the distinctive functions of each king.2266  
A brief review of the royal sculpture from the early 12th Dynasty reveals a number of 
compelling features that may underlie the visual representation of coregency during that 
period.2267 The reign of Senwosret I marks the first time that the traits of one’s immediate 
predecessor clearly appear in the repertoire of the reigning king – a trend that continues 
throughout the dynasty. Further, the evidence indicates that the corpus each king, beginning 
with Amenemhet I, had two to three main stylistic groups: the earliest was based on the style of 
their predecessor, the intermediary was more innovative, and latter exhibited qualities 
associated with the early style of their successor. Although a more rigorous analysis of the 
statuary prior to the reign of Senwosret III is needed in order to fully advance this theory, it 
appears that a visual counterpart to the double-dated monuments did exist. 
8.1.2 – The Evidence 
 The most intensely debated possible coregency it that between Amenemhet I and 
Senwosret I. Evidence includes a double-dated stelae, several co-naming objects, literary 
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references, and archaeological remains.2268 The stela of Antef (Cairo CG 20516) from Abydos 
juxtaposes Amenemhet I Year 30 and Senwosret I Year 10; the names of both kings then appear 
in the next row flanking a central ankh sign. The appearance of both dates in the lunette and the 
further equation of the names of both kings suggest co-rule; however, scholars have argued 
over the use of rnpt to denote the years in question. Co-naming monuments include the stela of 
Nesmontu (Louvre C1) and there is a total of four single-dated monuments that reference 
Amenemhet I and thirteen for Senwosret I. It is also likely that the inscriptions from Wadi el-
Girgawi convey a period of overlap. Obsomer is one of the primary opponents of coregency and 
he has focused intently on the semantics of the documents described above, offering very 
detailed and nuanced critiques of each text; however, in many cases his overly complex 
interpretations have further clouded the meaning of these documents.2269 While it is easy to 
pick apart the evidence on a case-by-case basis, an examination of the full repertoire of 
epigraphic data indicates that the best explanation for all of the relevant factors is coregency.  
 The strongest evidence in favor of co-rule comes for the archaeological excavations of 
the pyramid complex of Amenemhet I at Lisht North.2270 A series of blocks including New York 
MMA 08.200.9, 09.180.113, and 08.200.10 juxtapose the titulary and figures of Amenemhet I 
and his son. These scenes depict the two kings facing one another and designate Senwosret I as 
nsw Ds.f, suggesting that both kings ruled simultaneously. The location of the blocks, reused in 
the building’s substructure, indicates that they came from an earlier construction that was 
erected and then subsequently dismantled prior to the death of Amenemhet I.2271 It is difficult 
                                                             
2268 See Section 2.2.1 
2269 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier. 
2270 See Section 2.2.1 
2271 See Section 2.2.1. Do. Arnold, “Amenemhet I,” p. 15. 
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to explain the archaeological context of these blocks without considering a period of overlap 
between Amenemhet I and Senwosret I. In addition, Cairo JE 31878, a lintel from the site 
preserves two antithetical scenes that depicts the kings interacting with one another.2272 Further 
architectural elements include possible fragments from the temple at Coptos and a lintel from 
Heliopolis. 
 The most controversial forms of evidence are the two literary texts, The Instructions of 
Amenemhet I and the tale of Sinue.2273 To summarize, those who argue against coregency have 
suggested that both texts relay the death of Amenemhet I prior to his appointment of 
Senwosret I as coregent, while those in favor of the practice view the two texts separately, with 
the former serving as a justification for co-rule and the latter conveying the actual death of the 
king as the result of a separate incident. While any number of interpretations are possible, these 
two texts are not historical documents, they are literary works, likely constructed by the state to 
serve very specific ideological and political purposes; however, the fact that The Instructions of 
Amenemhet I clearly makes reference to the practice of appointing one’s heir prior to their 
death is interesting, as it reveals that the Egyptians had at least considered the idea during the 
Middle Kingdom. 
 The evidence for co-rule between Senwosret I and Amenemhet II is much more limited, 
but its interpretation generally follows the same patterns of division discussed above.2274 The 
Stela of Wepwawet (Leiden V.4) provides two dates, Senwosret I Year 44 and Amenemhet II 
Year 2 and juxtaposes the names and titles of the two kings around a central ankh sign. Helck 
                                                             
2272 Obsomer, Sésostris Ier, pp. 93-95, fig. 14. Gautier and Jequier, Memoires sur les fouilles de Licht, p. 93, 
fig. 111; M. Eaton-Krauss, “Zur Koregenz Amenemhets I. und Sesostris’ I.,” MDOG 112 (1980): 35-51, p. 42, 
fig. 1; Berman, Amenemhet I, pp. 181-182. 
2273 See Section 2.2.1 
2274 See Section 2.2.2 
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and Franke have suggested that this was the first coregency and that it was established in order 
to avoid the problems expressed in The Teachings of Amenemhet I2275; however, both double-
dated stelae are similar in their visual expression of the relationship between the names and 
dates present, therefore, the if the Leiden stela expresses co-rule, it is most likely that Cairo CG 
20516 does as well. There are 11 single-dated monuments from this period, three of Senwosret I 
and eight of Amenemhet II. The purely epigraphic nature of the evidence for these kings makes 
it difficult to draw any definitive conclusions; however, the presence of a double-date implies 
co-rule. 
 The material from Amenemhet II and Senwosret II is similar and includes the final 
double-dated stela, as well as a small series of single-dated monuments.2276 The Stela of Hapu 
from Aswan records the dates Amenemhet II Year 35 and Senwosret II Year 3 equated using the 
word xft, this is the only Middle Kingdom text to employ such a term to correlate regnal dates 
and years.2277 Again, as is the case with the previous examples, the most direct interpretation is 
that these lunette inscriptions conveyed a correspondence between the two rulers listed, and 
served to commemorate the fact that two living kings existed at the time of their construction. 
Senwosret II, is the first king who most likely failed to appoint his heir prior to his death.2278  
8.1.3 – The Coregency of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III 
There are no double-dated monuments that mention Senwosret III and Amenemhet III; 
however, the full body of material from their reigns leaves open the possibility that Senwosret III 
had his son installed as coregent just after his 19th year, ushering in a roughly 20-year period of 
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2276 See Section 2.2.3 
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co-rule.2279 Acceptance of this model is inherently tied to the reign length of Senwosret III.2280 
The Turin Canon records a date of 30+x years for Senwosret III and the Standard Chronology of 
the Middle Kingdom has ascribed him 36-39 years. Complications have arisen from the fact that 
his last clearly recorded regnal date is Year 19. Evidence including inscriptions from the Wadi 
Hammamat, a pair of dates recorded in pBerlin 10055, and a series of stelae related to Abydos 
has led a number of scholars to conclude that the reign of Senwosret III ended in Year 19, 
transitioning seamlessly into Amenemhet III Year 1.2281 
However, more recent data necessitated a review of this theory. Findings from the 
archaeological excavations at Dahshur and South Abydos indicate that Senwosret III did in fact 
rule past his Year 30; this would mean that the Year 19/Year 1 transition merely marked his 
evolution from sole-king to coregent.2282 Relief work from Medamoud and Dahshur confirms 
that Senwosret III celebrated his Sed-Festival; during the Middle Kingdom, this rite occurred 
after the king had been on the throne for 30 years.2283 The expansion of the king’s funerary 
complex at Dahshur and the layout and decoration of the South Temple further underscores 
Senwosret III’s investment in his jubilee celebration and commemoration.  In the future, a 
detailed comparison of the South Temple at Dahshur and the complex of Amenhotep III at 
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2281 See Section 2.1.2 
2282 See Section 2.1.2. Di. Arnold, The Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III; Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of 
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Malqata might reveal some interesting aspects of the political and religious significance of this 
festival and its role during the reign of Senwosret III. 
The most compelling evidence in favor of a long reign is the development of the 
funerary complexes of Senwosret III and his son.2284 The remains at Dahshur indicate that 
construction began early in the reign of Senwosret III, with its first iteration mirroring the style 
of previous 12th Dynasty rulers. After the coronation of Amenemhet III, he designed his own 
Dahshur complex continuing the same early 12th Dynasty tradition. Sometime soon after the 
original layout of the second Dahshur complex, Senwosret III renewed building at his pyramid 
complex and several new developments occurred, including the construction of the South 
Temple. In addition, the initiation of the South Abydos complex of Senwosret III likely occurred 
in that king’s Year 19. Sometime around Amenemhet III Year 15, that king abandoned his 
complex at Dahshur, and shifted all of his attention to Hawara. The Hawara complex 
incorporates elements of both the South Temple at Dahshur and the tomb of Senwosret III at 
South Abydos. Based on the similarity of the underground components of the South Abydos and 
Hawara tombs, it is clear that the developments seen at Hawara are a direct result of the 
techniques used in the South Abydos tomb; the royal sarcophagi of the period also echo this 
sequence.2285  
Such an evolution is almost impossible to explain without considering a period of 
overlap between these two kings. Additional evidence from the South Abydos complex includes 
a control note dated to Year 39 of an unknown king.2286 While it is possible that the block was 
                                                             
2284 See Section 2.1.2. Di. Arnold, The Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III; Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of 
Senwosret III. 
2285 Di. Arnold, The Pyramid Complex of Senwosret III, p. 119; Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret 
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re-used or referred to a later reign, such as that of Amenemhet III, its archaeological context 
relates it to the reign of Senwosret III. Further, a series of six relief fragments from the king’s 
mortuary temple preserve elements of the titulary of Amenemhet III in a carving style that is 
indistinguishable from the rest of the remains; one fragment, AS.684, even juxtaposes the 
prenomina of these two rulers.2287 These fragments indicate that Amenemhet III played an 
integral role in the decorative program of the building and may have been crowned king prior to 
its completion.2288 
When viewed as a unit, the Turin Canon, the contemporary documentation, and the 
archeological evidence all favor a long reign for Senwosret III that consisted of roughly 39-years 
in total with a 19-year period of co-rule that began just after Senwosret III’s Year 19. Additional 
evidence in support of coregency includes a group of three private stelae from Abydos, the altar 
of Hawere, Kuma inscription RIK 129, and the coronation inscription of Amenemhet III in Berlin; 
there are also a total of 77 single-dated monuments referring to Amenemhet III.2289 
After the sole reign of Amenemhet III, he most likely appointed Amenemhet IV as his 
heir and junior coregent.2290 The reliefs and inscriptions at the temple that Amenemhet III and IV 
constructed at Medinet Madi offer the most compelling evidence for a period of co-rule. In 
addition, Kahun Papyrus VI, 21 recto, records a Year 45 of one king followed by Years 9 and 10 of 
another; both the paleography of the record and the high regnal year indicate that this text 
refers to Amenemhet III and IV.2291 Evidence also includes, as is almost always the case, a series 
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of co-naming stelae and small objects that juxtapose the names of both kings. This would have 
been the last coregency of the dynasty. 
8.1.4 – The Chronological Impact of Coregency 
 The chronological impacts of coregency are significant, as much of the chronology of the 
Near East is derived from certain astronomical dates recoded during the 12th Dynasty. While this 
study has not undertaken a detailed examination of the absolute chronology of this period, the 
acceptance of co-rule does impact our understanding of the relative chronology. The results 
from Chapter Two are summarized in the chart below; however, it is important to note that 
Senwosret II was the first king of the 12th Dynasty to die before elevating his son to the throne. 
Perhaps, the unexpected death of his father prompted Senwosret III to install his son early on in 
his reign, to avoid any unnecessary complications or conflict.  
 
	 Total	Reign	 Junior	Coregent	 Sole	Rule	 Senior	Coregent	
Amenemhet	I	 30	 n/a	 20	 10	
Senwosret	I	 45	 10	 32-33	 2-3		
Amenemhet	II	 35	 2-3	 29-30	 3	
Senwosret	II	 8/9/19	 3	 5/6/16	 0	
Senwosret	III	 39	 0	 19	 20	
Amenemhet	III	 46	 20	 25	 1	
Amenemhet	IV	 10	 1	 9	 0	
Sobeknefru	 3	 0	 3	 n/a	
Total	Duration	 181/190	years		
 
Fig. 90 – Chronological Summary 
 
 Addition research aimed at the dating criteria used for the Lahun Papyri as well as the 
methods and techniques applied to the astronomical data from the 12th Dynasty could help to 
further refine both the relative and absolute chronologies of the Middle Kingdom. However, a 
number of factors that must remain open to interpretation, such as the observation point for 
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astronomical observances, limit the usefulness of this type of information to studies on 
coregency. 
 To conclude, while the content of individual documents related to coregency remains 
open to debate in the minds of some, the total weight of the evidence supports the existence of 
a series of coregencies beginning with Amenemhet I and Senwosret I and continuing through 
the reign of Amenemhet IV. Acceptance of the practice offers the most comprehensive method 
for interpreting the sums in the Turin Canon and the relative chronology of the period. The 
epigraphic and archaeological data from the reigns of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III indicate 
a 19-year period of co-rule. The conclusions defined in this section serve as the basis for the 
subsequent re-evaluation of the statuary of both Senwosret III and Amenemhet III, as the 
evidence clearly necessitates that scholars move forward to examine other possible avenues for 
the expression of coregency.  
8.2 – The Statuary of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III 
Generally, scholars have neglected to consider the possibility of coregency when 
examining the statuary of Senwosret III and his son. Further, the early work on this material has 
clouded the interpretation of these images, as it often incorporated highly subjective 
terminology and a decidedly selective approach that failed to take into account the full corpus 
of material.2292 Previous scholarship reveals a strong art historical bias, with few authors 
contextualizing the material within its historical, functional, and/or architectural setting. Three 
previous interpretive frameworks exist: the first views the stylistic differences as geographic, the 
second envisions a desire for true portraiture, and the third views the images as the visual 
counterpart to the texts of the period. The two most thorough studies of this material, those of 
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Polz and Connor, moved away from the subjective terminology and broad generalities of earlier 
works; however, they still failed to account for, or even acknowledge the possibility of 
coregency.  In addition, the number of images attributed to both kings has increased since Polz’s 
study, leading to problems with her iconographic analysis. 
8.2.1 – The Three-Dimensional Image of Senwosret III 
This study attributes a total of 73 statues, statue fragments, or groups of fragments to 
the reign of Senwosret III; however, the total number is likely much larger. Preserved statue 
types include: seated, striding, praying, shrouded, kneeling, and classic sphinx. The images come 
in a range of sizes from miniature to colossal with a relatively even distribution of under-life-
size, life-size, and over-life-size examples. Materials, listed in order of preference, include: 
granodiorite, quartzite, granite, and sandstone; several other stones were used on a more 
limited basis, such as: calcite, diorite, gneiss, greywacke, schist, and obsidian. Notably, there are 
no limestone statues preserved. The sculpture of Senwosret III marks the highpoint of a formal 
shift that began in the early 12th Dynasty but didn’t truly take off until the reign of Senwosret 
II.2293 The subtle modeling used in many of his representations reflects a new focus on light and 
shadow that led to a more naturalistic rendering of the images’ facial features.  
The three-dimensional image of Senwosret III consists generally of an oval-shaped face 
with deeply formed features and a strong underlying bony structure and musculature. The eyes 
and cheekbones are relatively close, and two vertical furrows often appear to accentuate the 
forehead. The nose is long, narrow, and curved, and the tip appears slightly pulled-down; a 
deeply modeled line defines the nostrils. The eyebrows are modeled and appear simply as a 
transition between the forehead and the eye socket; they follow the arc of the orbital rim and 
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then drop off sharply. The eyes are rounded, deeply set, and can appear at times to be bulging. 
The style of the eyes varies, with some examples being more accentuated than others. Below 
the eyelids, two small depressions run from the inner and outer corners of each eye creating the 
look of soft bags. There is an additional depression that moves from the inner corner of the eye 
downward and runs parallel to the nasolabial folds. The mouth is generally thin and tightly 
pursed, as expressed through the musculature at the corners of the mouth. The chin is small, 
and two broad furrows near the center of the lower lip convey its form. The ears are always 
overly large, high, and set back on the head. 
Evaluating this material is complex, as a large number of examples have been attributed 
based on style alone; of the 73 catalogue entries, 32 are inscribed with the name of Senwosret 
III and come from a primary excavation context, 9 are inscribed but their primary provenance is 
unknown, 8 have only a known provenance, and 24 are attributed stylistically.2294 I have 
identified six main geographic series and three formal groups, these include: The Abydos, Deir 
el-Bahari, Karnak, Medamoud, Semna, and Serabit el-Khadim series and the Brooklyn, Quartzite, 
and Royal Women groups.2295 I have based these divisions on a thorough examination of the 
iconography of each object and an assessment of its archeological, historical, religious, and 
political setting. 
Despite the general similarity of the facial features and the noted characteristic style of 
Senwosret III, the statuary falls into two main formal groups: The Early Style and The Later Style. 
The visual difference between these two groups is immediately obvious to the viewer. Statues in 
the Early Style are attributable to the king’s sole-reign and reflect in face and body, the style of 
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his predecessor, Senwosret II. These images portray a relatively youthful, more serene 
expression with a wide, squat face and a smooth forehead; their bodies have a thicker torso, 
similar to that of Senwosret II. For those examples executed in the Early Style, there is not such 
a sharp dichotomy between body and face, this suggests that a significant event in the reign of 
Senwosret III sparked a deliberate stylistic turn. The images most reflective of the Early Style are 
those in the Brooklyn Group, but there are a number of other cases that likely date to the sole 
reign of Senwosret III, although the latter are not as visually distinctive. 
The Brooklyn Group includes ten examples and forms the core of the statuary attributed 
to the king’s sole-reign.2296 All of the images in this group are roughly the same size (c. 55 cm) 
and consist of a seated representation of the king wearing the shendjet kilt, bull’s tail, a bracelet 
on the right wrist, and Senwosret III’s signature amulet necklace; each is dedicated to a different 
deity, who is associated with a particular sanctuary. The iconographic features of this group are 
very uniform, although there are some deviations. This series most likely served to 
commemorate the king’s coronation.2297 It is possible that Senwosret III designed this series to 
echo his father’s rule and to emphasize dynastic continuity despite the absence of coregency. It 
is unclear how large this group would have been originally, it is possible that it may have 
included a number of additional representations. These images adhere to the trend established 
by Senwosret I, where the early statuary of the new king imitates that of his predecessor. 
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There are other images which, based on their archaeological context, likely date to the 
sole-reign of Senwosret III. The first are the statues in the Serabit el-Khadim Series.2298 Simpson 
has shown that during a period of co-rule the senior member likely went into a state of semi-
retirement, as his number of single-dated monuments drops dramatically.2299 This theory 
dictates that the more political and functional aspects of kingship, such as military actions, 
mining/quarrying expeditions, and foreign relations were the domain of either the sole-king or 
the junior partner. The images in this series were likely carved on-site, by members of mining 
expeditions dispatched under the authority of Senwosret III, an action that, in this case, would 
have been the prerogative of the sole king. Since traditional royal artisans did not carve these 
images, their quality and style differ somewhat from the majority of examples dated to 
Senwosret III. 
In addition, there are a small number of one-off or unprovenanced examples that do not 
easily fit within one the categories considered in Chapter Four; many are heavily damaged, so 
any interpretation is possible, these include: the Biga Island statue, Tod Magazine T.2486, the 
two statues from Ezbet Rushdi, and London UC 14343. The period of Senwosret III’s sole reign 
seems to have been a period of artistic continuity, during which the king’s main focus was to 
present an image of dynastic permanence throughout the country. It is possible that Senwosret 
III intended these images to complement existing temple programs and to increase his visibility 
throughout the country.  
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Statues of the Later Style reveal a sharp stylistic turn that is present in both the faces 
and bodies of each image.2300 The Later Style is more complex and includes figures that likely 
represented the king at range of ages from youth to old age, based on their level of facial 
modeling. In the most accentuated examples, such as New York MMA 17.9.2, the face of the 
king appears long, gaunt, and weighed down through the use of very exaggerated bags under 
the eyes, deep nasolabial folds, and a highly emphasized musculature around the mouth. The 
bodies are also distinctive; they are generally more slender with a muscular torso and 
pronounced ribs, a style that continues into the reign of Amenemhet III, confirming their 
chronological position. This second group is much larger and more diverse than the first and 
such must have related to a key event or series of events in the king’s reign. This chronological 
division fits with the pattern established during the reign of Senwosret I and continuing 
uninterrupted throughout the 12th Dynasty in which the early statuary of the king mirrors that of 
this his father, then shifts to a more distinctive style later in the reign. 
Images in the Later Style include: the Abydos Series, the Deir el-Bahari Series, the 
Karnak Series, the Medamoud Series, the Semna Series, and the Quartzite Group.2301 The facial 
modeling of these statues displays a range of ages, but their bodies always remain the same. 
Three basic sub-groups are present: youthful, intermediary, and aged. The typical features of 
the youthful sub-group include: an oval face shape, a uniformly full and straight mouth, large 
almond-shaped eyes, and a full, smooth face. The aged sub-group differs dramatically, the facial 
surface is more articulated, with highly emphasized bags under the eyes and very round, deeply 
set eyeballs, that can appear to be bulging. Diagonal furrows stretch down from the inner 
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corners of the eyes and the nostrils, giving the face a very long and hollowed appearance; the 
musculature of the mouth is prominent. Further, the lips of this sub-group are distinctive; they 
are unusually thick in the center and terminate in two downturned points with the lower lip 
sticking out further than the upper. The chin and lower jaw of these figures is much more 
prominent, giving the face a different shape than those examples of the youthful sub-group. 
While it is easy to categorize these two more extreme groups, the intermediary images are less 
distinctive and appear to fall at various points on the age spectrum. 
The statues in this style represent a distinct phase of artistic production with the goal to 
dramatically increase the visual presence of Senwosret III throughout the county, particularly in 
the south. While others have related this shift to the policies or ideology of Senwosret III2302, the 
king’s political concerns seem fairly well established at the beginning of his reign and there are 
no obvious shifts in his royal doctrine. However, if one looks at this artistic turn as reflective of 
Senwosret III’s newly attained status as senior coregent, the need for a new royal image and for 
a program of commemoration becomes more manifest. 
The two largest geographic series in this style come from Deir el-Bahari and Medamoud. 
The Deir el-Bahari Series includes seven examples from the mortuary temple of Mentuhotep II; 
they represent the first known examples of the praying statue type.2303 Each of the four 
preserved heads has distinctive facial features. The most accentuated example is London BM EA 
686, which distinctly conveys the image of old age. As is the case for many of the most 
exaggerated images, the lower jaw appears heavy, the eyes and face marked, and the lips have 
the characteristic form of the aged sub-group. The three other faces are more rounded and 
                                                             
2302 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 352. 
2303 BM EA 684, BM EA 685, BM EA 686, BM EA 768, Cairo RT 18/4/22/4, and two headless torsos located 
on site. For more on this series see sections 3.2.4, 5.2.2. 
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smooth, with straight lips that are uniformly full, giving them a generally more youthful look; 
these represent the intermediary sub-group. It is likely that at least one of the three missing 
faces would have depicted the king in his youth. 
The Deir el-Bahari Series of Senwosret III is closely related to the Karnak Series of 
Amenemhet III, which also likely dates to the period of co-rule. It is possible these images 
represented a joint commemoration in honor of Nebhepetre-Mentuhotep II.2304 Cairo stela JE 
38655 also comes from Deir el-Bahari and its lunette preserves two scenes depicting Senwosret 
III presenting offerings to Amun, in one case, and Mentuhotep II, in the other. The text of the 
monument records an inscription for the priests of the temple of Amun at Karnak and 
Mentuhotep II at Deir el-Bahari, instructing that they should establish offerings for Mentuhotep 
daily and on specific occasions. It is possible that the stela relates to both the series of 
Senwosret III at Deir el-Bahari and that of Amenemhet III at Karnak. 
The Medamoud Series is the largest and is the only group to preserve examples of all 
three Later Style sub-types. There are four distinctive faces from the site: Cairo CG 486 and JE 
66569; and Louvre E 12961 and E 12962. The most youthful is Louvre E 12960, it has a smooth 
oval-shaped face, a straight mouth with uniformly full lips, large almond-shaped eyes, and a full 
face. Louvre E 12961 sits at the opposite end of the age spectrum; its facial surface is much 
more articulated with highly emphasized bags under the very round, deeply set eyes. Diagonal 
furrows stretch down from the inner corners of the eyes and the nostrils, giving the face a very 
long and hollowed appearance. The musculature of the mouth is prominent, and the lips are 
executed in the aged style. These differences do not transfer to the bodies of the statues nor to 
their quality, both are very expertly rendered. While these two images characterize the 
                                                             
2304 See Section 6.2.2 
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extremes of the group, the others have less distinctive features, which were common to many 
of the statues dating to Senwosret III.  
The Sed-Festival portal from the site (Cairo JE 56497) further attests the attribution of 
this series to late in the king’s reign.2305 Further, the full repertoire of sub-types suggests that 
the series may have served to commemorate the entire reign of Senwosret III and to portray 
him as a youth, as sole king, and as senior coregent. This commemorative aspect, as well as the 
use of the chronologically later style, fit well with a date of Year 30 or after, which would fall 
well within the period of co-rule. In addition, an image of the king’s father, Senwosret II, and a 
seated statue of his wife excavated at Medamoud further underscore a desire to memorialize 
his life. 
Less well-preserved or smaller series include those from Abydos, Karnak, and Semna. 
The statuary from Abydos is comprised of two sub-series: the Osiris Temple Series and the South 
Abydos Series. The proposed construction sequence for the funerary complex of Senwosret III 
indicates that the latter date to after the king’s Year 19.2306 The only preserved head of the Osiris 
Temple Series reflects the Later Style, aged sub-type. The statues from Karnak fall into two main 
sub-series: the Karnak Colossi and the Karnak Sphinxes.2307 The colossi share a number of 
distinctive iconographic features, particularly their incised eyebrows and braided beards. The 
likelihood that Luxor J.34 depicted the king in a Sed-Festival cloak suggests the whole group 
came from late in the king’s reign. The Karnak Sphinxes visually convey the final stage of the 
king’s reign as well, as their facial features represent the aged sub-type. While it is possible that 
                                                             
2305 pl. XXIV. See also: PM V, p. 145; Cairo Museum, A Brief Description of the Principal Monuments (Cairo: 
IFAO, 1932), p. 110. 
2306 See Sections 4.2.4 and 6.2.1 
2307 Colossi: Cairo CG 42011, CG 42012, Luxor J.34, and Karakol Magazine torso; Sphinxes: New York MMA 
17.9.2 and Sheikh Labib sphinx. For more on these series see sections 3.2.4 and 5.2.3. 
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the Later Style appeared prior to the coregency, the close similarity between the face of MMA 
17.9.2 and the examples of the Quartzite Group, a group that almost certainly dates to the latter 
half of the king’s reign, suggest that the sphinxes share a similar date.  
Unpacking the Nubian statuary of Senwosret III is complicated; examples include a small 
series from Semna2308 and one additional example from Uronarti.2309  All three of the Semna 
statues come from the local temple to Dedwen and the deified Senwosret III. The military 
activities of Senwosret III as sole-king make it possible that he had the Semna and Uronarti 
images set up in connection with his actions in Nubia; however, the presence of the Sed-Festival 
garment on one of the statues from Semna (Khartoum 447) and another from Uronarti 
(Khartoum 452) suggests that, at least those two, date to the period of co-rule. Further, the 
preserved facial features of Boston MFA 24.1764 appear to be executed in the Later Style, 
cementing the link between this series and the latter half of the reign of Senwosret III. It is 
possible that Khartoum 448, which depicts the king in a kneeling position, related to his work as 
sole-ruler. Due to his strong military and personal presence at site, it is highly likely that he 
installed statuary there throughout the course of his reign. It is also possible that the Sed-
Festival statuary, along with MFA 24.1764, relate to the deification of the king and his 
subsequent worship, which would have most likely occurred toward the end of his reign.2310 
The Quartzite Group also reflects the Later Style and likely comes from the second half 
of the king’s reign. This group includes two headless sphinxes, six headless, over-life-size seated 
                                                             
2308 Boston MFA 24.1764, Khartoum 447 and 448. For more on this series see sections 4.2.4 and 6.2.5. 
2309 Khartoum 452, see section 6.2.5. 
2310 van Siclen, The Chapel of Sesostris III at Uronarti. 
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statues, one over-life-size upper body, four human heads, and two sphinx heads.2311 The 
uniformity of several key iconographic elements including the nemes, uraeus, and bull’s tail 
suggest that these images were carved in a single workshop. The chief significance of this group 
is its date, as there appears to be a clear intensification in the use of quartzite during the second 
half of the reign of Senwosret III, especially in his South Abydos Complex.2312 The preserved 
faces are all of the aged sub-type. The homogeneity of this group coupled with the particulars of 
the use of quartzite establish a firm chronological connection between the Later Style and the 
end of the king’s reign. 
The final group from the coregency is the Royal Women Group, which includes six to 
eight examples, all of which also appear in either the Medamoud Series or the Quartzite Group, 
making it most likely that this type of base is a marker of the Later Style.2313 These statues all 
depict the king seated on a block throne with two small-scale representations of royal women 
flanking his legs. The thrones of these figures include two short inscriptions that contain 
elements of the king’s titulary and individual inscriptions that identify each of the women and 
their relationship to the king. The sema-tawy motif and its accompanying texts appears on the 
sides of the throne. 
To conclude, previous attempts to examine the statuary of Senwosret III have fallen 
short, as they have either focused on only a small number of examples or have relied too heavily 
on art historical analysis. The existing scholarship indicates that the image of Senwosret III was 
                                                             
2311 Abydos QS1 and QS2, the Alexandria Sphinx, British Museum EA 1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, and EA 1849, 
Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, Louvre E 25370, and New 
York MMA 26.7.1394; see Sections 4.2.4 and 6.2.6. 
2312 See Sections 4.2.5 and 6.2.6 
2313 Cairo JE 66569, London BM EA 1069, EA 1145, and EA 1146, and Medamoud Fragment Inv. Nos. 265 
and 730; see Section 4.2.4. 
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rooted firmly in the ideological concerns of the period and reflected the portrait of kingship 
conveyed verbally in the texts contemporary to his reign. This study of the full corpus of royal 
statuary, focused on style, iconography, provenance, and historical setting has revealed several 
new details about the three-dimensional image of Senwosret III.  
Statues in the Early Style exhibit a continuation of the style of Senwosret II, these more 
reserved images served to memorialize the coronation of Senwosret III and to circulate an image 
of dynastic continuity throughout the country. Other representations that likely date to the 
period of sole-rule suggest a policy of enhancement. The Early and Later Styles represent two 
distinct phases of sculptural production. The initial phase was more limited in terms of 
distribution and variety. The second was considerably larger in scope and contained a wider 
array of statue types and sizes. Given the evidence for coregency between Senwosret III and 
Amenemhet III, it is conceivable that the Later Style served to visually define Senwosret’s role as 
senior coregent and commemorate his reign throughout the country.   
The majority of the statuary attributable to the coregency period appears in the form of 
series designed to portray the king at a range of ages. Further, images from both kings appear to 
contrast youth and old age as a way of distinguishing between the two; those images of 
Senwosret III in the Later Style show him with more accentuated facial features, while those 
from early in the reign of his son are fuller, smoother, and generally more rounded. It is most 
likely that this distinction served to present the two as a complimentary pair. The artisans of late 
12th Dynasty did not deploy the markings of age as a means to depict biological reality, they 
used them to convey the various phases of an individual king’s reign and to distinguish between 
two members of a coregency. 
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The data analyzed in Chapter Three indicates that beginning with the reign of Senwosret 
I the early statuary of each king was very closely related to that of his father, then changed as 
the reign progressed; however, there are no known royal examples of statue series that depict 
the king at a range of ages. Fortunately, there are number of examples from the private statuary 
of the Old Kingdom.2314 These series, as well as their two-dimensional counterparts, served to 
portray the deceased at key stages in their life and included youthful, intermediary, and aged 
representations. Further, as is the case with the statuary of Senwosret III, these images likely 
served as the visual counterpart to the texts associated with the deceased, i.e. their tomb 
biography.  
It is possible that the statue series of the Later Style worked in the same manner. They 
visually conveyed the full span of the king’s career by incorporating representations of him as a 
youth, as the sole-king, and as a senior coregent. The evidence from the Medamoud Lintel 
suggests that it is possible these distinctions also appeared in his two-dimensional depictions, 
but a lack of preserved data makes any further comments purely speculative.2315 This 
interpretation further strengthens the theory that Senwosret III’s lengthy period of co-rule 
served as a time of commemoration. During this period, which also included the celebration of 
the king’s Sed-Festival and possibly his attainment of divine status in Nubia, Senwosret III 
focused on the construction of new temples and the installation of newly commissioned statue 
series concentrated on his full career and the celebration of his royal Jubilee. 
                                                             
2314 See Section 6.2.6 
2315 See Section 4.3 
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8.2.2 – The Three-Dimensional Image of Amenemhet III   
I have attributed a total of 88 statues or statue fragments to the reign of Amenemhet III; 
preserved statue types include seated, standing, praying, kneeling, groups, dyads, classic 
sphinxes, and maned-sphinxes. The images come in a range of sizes from miniature to colossal; 
all of the over-life-size sphinxes are of the maned variety. The range of materials is similar to 
that of Senwosret III including granodiorite, limestone, greywacke, granite, quartzite, copper, 
serpentine, diorite, gabbro, schist, basalt, gneiss, obsidian, ophalicalcite, and white quartz. It is 
important to note that there is not a single preserved example carved from Sandstone. The royal 
sculptors of Amenemhet III sought inspiration from the forms of the distant past, from their 
more immediate predecessors, and from the private sphere.2316 His images exhibit both a focus 
on innovation and a stylistic continuity with the works of his father and grandfather. Key 
features of the corpus include: a number of inventive new types, the incorporation of archaic 
motifs, the use of over-life-size and colossal forms, and, particularly in the case of Hawara, an 
emphasis on depicting himself in association with various deities.2317 
The general features of the royal image of Amenemhet III include a relatively wide, u-
shaped face with the lower jaw slightly pushed forward, a long and flattened nose with a wide 
tip and a bump in the middle, and full, curved lips that sometimes have a groove in the center of 
the lower lip. His images generally have almond-shaped eyes with two modeled lines 
descending from the inner canthi and the nostrils and, like his father, they often have a strong 
boney structure with prominent cheekbones and large ears. In most cases his completed statues 
are highly polished. The bodies largely appear youthful/idealized and two different types occur, 
                                                             
2316 See Section 5.2.1. Freed, “Another Look,” p. 122. 
2317 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 593; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 
58; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 360. 
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one that is more subtly rendered, similar to the Later Style of Senwosret III and a second with a 
more emphasized musculature and nipped in waist, a style that continues into the 13th Dynasty. 
The corpus of Amenemhet III is larger and more complex than that of his father, of the 
92 catalogue entries, 20 are inscribed with the name of Amenemhet III and come from a primary 
excavation context, 8 are inscribed but their original provenance is unknown, 18 have only a 
known provenance, and 46 are attributed based on style alone.2318 The geographic series dated 
to the reign of Amenemhet III are more sparsely preserved. I have identified at total of seven 
geographic series and three stylistic groups; these include: the Biahmu, Bubastis, Hawara, 
Karnak, Kom el-Hisn, Medinet Madi, and “Tanis” series and the Classic Sphinx, Maned-Sphinx, 
and Under-Life-Size head stylistic groups. Unlike the statuary of his father, there are no 
overarching formal divisions present in this material.  
A detailed iconographic comparison has revealed that while there is a general stylistic 
continuity between the reigns of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III, several key differences 
distinguish the statuary of each king.2319 The preferred nemes style of Senwosret III is one of the 
A Forms, while under his son the B Forms are also common. The only statues of Amenemhet III 
to use nemes Form A.1, a plastic triple-stripe pattern, are Berlin 1121 and Cairo CG 385. The 
crowns of Amenemhet III are also distinctive; they occur most often without the headband, and 
with the sideburns fully integrated into the overall design. His uraeus style also differed; it is 
generally restricted to a body with an undecorated shield and a simple winding.  
The kings’ chosen accessories also varied. The statues of Senwosret III typically wore a 
distinctive amulet necklace, which only appears on four examples dating to Amenemhet III;2320 a 
                                                             
2318 See Appendix B 
2319 See Section 5.3 
2320 Berlin 11348; Cairo CG 385; Fay 2003; Munich ÄS 6762 
563 
 
broad collar or bare chest was more popular under the latter. In addition, bracelets appear more 
often on the statuary of Senwosret III. Features such as the kilt and belt were very similar for 
both kings, with limited visible differences, although, in the case of the belt buckle, those of 
Senwosret III were inscribed with his name. Virtually all of the seated statues of Senwosret III 
preserve the animal tail, but it appears only on Cairo CG 385 during the reign of Amenemhet III. 
It is interesting that the shared features seem to appear only in a few related cases. The seated 
statues of Senwosret III generally depict the right hand in a fist, while those of Amenemhet III 
consistently show both hands flat on the thigh, a trait that carries over into the Second 
Intermediate Period. Throne style and inscription placement were similar for both kings; 
however, the nine bows appeared on nearly all of the seated statues of Senwosret as well as the 
only known preserved base of a striding statue; under Amenemhet III they occur only on the 
Karnak Series. 
In general, Amenemhet III’s statuary depicted him in either an incised triple-stripe or 
plastic double-stripe nemes with a simple uraeus secured at the headband. He appeared with a 
cross-wave beard but no amulet, bracelets, or animal tail. In his seated images he sat with his 
hands flat on his thighs and the nine bows were not depicted. In praying statues, he wore the 
short, sweeping kilt with a plastic double-stripe pattern. Important exceptions to this general 
pattern, which illustrated the iconography used under Senwosret III, were limited and may 
indicate that those objects were carved during the period of co-rule. True geographic series are 
limited, with the largest being that from the king’s complex at Hawara. Many of these series 
have certain formal qualities that distinguish them from the main corpus, particularly the Karnak 
Series, the Bubastis Series, and the pseudo-series from Tanis. Stylistic divisions are more difficult 
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to determine, making it more useful to examine the statuary of Amenemhet III in regard to its 
position chronologically within his reign, i.e. – early coregency, sole reign, and later coregency. 
Based on a number of factors, chief of which is their iconography, I have attributed the 
Karnak and Hawara Series to the first phase of the reign of Amenemhet III, his coregency with 
Senwosret III. The Karnak Series of Amenemhet III includes eight examples all constructed in 
granodiorite, that depict the king in the same attitude as the Deir el-Bahari Series of his 
father.2321 The features of the group are distinctive from the other images of Amenemhet III; 
they have an elongated face with a forward lower jaw, an accentuated, down-turned mouth, 
and a muscular body that emphasizes the chest and torso, giving the king a young firm body that 
is slim, geometric, and naturalistic – not unlike the representations of Senwosret III in the Later 
Style. The close similarity of the images in this series indicate that they were likely produced for 
a single project by sculptors with the same level of experience. 
This series shares a number of iconographic features with the statuary of Senwosret III 
that are not present in the general corpus of Amenemhet III, most significantly, the presence of 
a bracelet on the right wrist and the inclusion of the nine bows.2322 A total of 11/60 human 
representations of Senwosret III preserve the right wrist area, of these seven wear a bracelet, 
three do not, and one is too eroded to tell. Those that wear a bracelet include examples from 
the Early and Later Styles, showing that the trait was present throughout his reign. To the 
contrary, the existing evidence from the reign of Amenemhat III shows that in a majority of 
examples a bracelet was not depicted; 10/ 71 human representations preserve the wrist area 
and of those only three wear a simple bracelet. It is most likely that these three statues, 
                                                             
2321 Berlin 17551, Cairo CG 42015, CG 42019, and JE 43596, Cleveland 1960.56, Luxor J.117, Louvre 
A.F.2578, and New York MMA 45.2.6. See Sections 5.2.3 and 6.2.2. 
2322 See Section 6.2.2 
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Copenhagen AEIN 1482, Cairo CG 42015, and Luxor J.117, all date to the period co-rule. The 
Cairo and Luxor examples are part of the Karnak Series, while the dyad from Copenhagen comes 
from the Hawara Series.  
In addition, while the nine bows appear to be a common feature of both the seated and 
standing representations of Senwosret III, that was not the case for his son.2323 A total of 15/71 
human representations preserve the area of the feet and of those only two examples (Cairo CG 
42019 and Luxor J.117), both from the Karnak Series, depict the nine bows. The Karnak statues 
are not identical to those of Senwosret III; they are smaller, they wear a shorter kilt with 
simplified pleating, they have distinctive facial features, and they are adorned with a broad 
collar. It is conceivable, that the artists used the broad collar, a more common feature of the 
statuary of Amenemhet III, and the other alterations to visually distinguish the images of one 
king from those of the other. As proposed above, it is possible, that the Deir el-Bahari and 
Karnak Series represented a joint commemoration in honor of Nebhepetre-Mentuhotep II. 
While it is possible that the Karnak Series served as an homage to Senwosret III, the distinctive 
style of the images and the overlap of certain iconographic features reveal that it is most likely 
that these two sets of images were carved at the same time. 
The Hawara Series is the largest attributed to Amenemhet III and consists of four 
limestone statue bases, one nearly complete seated statue, a series of at least three over-life-
size granite dyads, a group statue depicting Amenemhet III and four goddesses (in situ), 
fragments from two additional statues, and fragments from two colossal statues, one in 
limestone and one in granite, as well as numerous fragments of both royal and divine statuary, 
                                                             
2323 The area is preserved on 12 examples dating to Senwosret III, with 10 displaying the nine bows 
(Baltimore WAG 22.115 and London BM EA 692 have other anomalous features). The area is preserved on 
11 examples dating to Amenemhet III, with only Cairo CG 42019 and Luxor J.117 displaying the nine bows.  
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which were scattered all over the surface.2324 In addition, there are three copper statues that 
possibly came from the site and the upper part of a statue now in a private collection.2325 All of 
the excavated material comes from Petrie’s work at the site; however, the unfortunate state of 
preservation and the eclectic nature of this series make the temple’s program hard to define. 
Cairo CG 385 is particularly important, as it shares many features with the statuary of 
Senwosret III that do not appear in the general corpus dating to Amenemhet III, including its 
nemes style and accessories.2326 A number of scholars have remarked on the youthfulness of this 
statue; however, all have ultimately concluded that it must have dated to later in the king’s 
reign and therefore represented a retreat to earlier, idealizing traditions.2327 However, the 
assumption that the statue depicted the king’s actual age at its time of construction is 
problematic.  A review of the scholarship related to Amenemhet III and his father reveals that 
while these images may have preserved elements of the king’s individual identity, their purpose 
was to convey the ideals of kingship during the late Middle Kingdom, not the king’s true physical 
appearance.2328 If one accepts a long period of co-rule, then Amenemhet III’s Year 15 would still 
fall into the first phase of his reign. This opens up the possibility that statues dating to the 
coregency were designed to reflect a youthful coregent with many of the same features as his 
father. An additional example of this more youthful style, Fay 2003, likely comes from Hawara as 
well; in both cases the king also wears the amulet necklace of Senwosret III.  
                                                             
2324 Berlin 1195, Cairo CG 385, Cairo JE 43289, an example in the Cloisters of St. George, Copenhagen AEIN 
1482, 1417, and 1420, Leiden F 1934/2.129 and F 1939/2.51, Louvre E 33167 as well as a number of 
fragments/objects left in situ. 
2325 Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz Nos. 36 and 37; Fay 2003 
2326 See Sections 5.2.3 and 6.2.7. 
2327 See Section 6.2.7. 
2328 See Chapter Four and Section 3.1.3. 
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The group of dyads from Hawara strengthens the case that at least some of the statues 
in the Hawara Series came from the early coregency period. Each depicts two royal figures; the 
one on the right wears a khat headdress and is shown handing an ankh to the one on the left, 
who is wearing the nemes. It is most likely that there was a total of at least five such shrines 
with the largest example, that in Copenhagen, setting along the temple’s central axis. This group 
is part of a wider phenomenon of dyad usage that appears to be specific to the late 12th 
Dynasty, indicating that the popularity of this type related directly to the royal ideology of that 
period.2329 The iconography of both dyads is virtually identical; however, the Copenhagen 
example is larger, and its right-hand figure wears a bracelet on his right wrist.  
A number of interpretations exist for these figures ranging from king and successor to 
king and his ka to king and god;2330 however, certain iconographic anomalies indicate that they 
most likely represent Amenemhet III and his father, Senwosret III. Comparative materials for the 
dyads are limited, as no direct parallels are known. The closest examples depict Niuserre 
(Munich ÄS 6794) and Neferhotep I (Cairo CG 42022).2331 The Niuserre dyad is much smaller and 
is the only known double statue with two images of the same king from the Old Kingdom. 
Scholars have linked the dyad to the prominence of the sun cult, which is not a valid explanation 
for the Hawara Dyads.2332 It is also possible that it could have commemorated the king’s Sed-
Festival2333, but in this case, the differences in the iconography of the two figures suggest 
                                                             
2329 See Section 7.1. 
2330 See Section 6.2.5. 
2331 See Section 6.2.5. 
2332 Schoske, Egyptian Art in Munich, Cat. 6; Schoske, “Eine ägyptische Kunstgeschichte,” p. 44;  
2333 Verner, “Once More to Niuserre’s Dyad,” pp. 194-203. 
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something more. Additionally, the striking absence of this statue type prior to the late 12th 
Dynasty indicates that the dyads likely had a function specific to that period of time.2334  
Archaeologists uncovered the shrine of Neferhotep I in the Karnak Cachette; however, 
unlike the Hawara Dyads, the iconography of the two images appears to be identical.2335 
Nevertheless, its subject may offer additional support for the theory that the former represents 
Senwosret III and Amenemhet III. It is possible that Neferhotep I deliberately tried to associate 
himself with Senwosret III architecturally, textually, and visually.2336 He had his tomb 
constructed near the enclosure wall of Senwosret III’s tomb at Abydos. He, like Senwosret III, 
had a very personal interest in the cult of Osiris at Abydos. He also had a series of inscriptions 
carved at Sehel Island, which are almost identical to the Sehel inscriptions of Senwosret III. 
Further, the shrine depicts Neferhotep I wearing both the amulet necklace of Senwosret III and a 
broad collar, the type of ornament preferred by Amenemhet III. He also wears a triple-strip 
nemes headdress, the pattern most popular for Senwosret III.  
The most likely parallel for the content of the dyads is the altar of Hawere, which depicts 
Amenemhet III in the white crown and Senwosret III in the nemes.2337  Unfortunately, the altar is 
only partially preserved, but the scenes provide a strong parallel for the iconography of the 
Hawara dyads, suggesting that they could also have depicted two living kings. The key difference 
between the Hawara dyads and the other double statues is the decision to differentiate 
between the two figures. The first, and most obvious instance is the headgear. Textual and 
visual references dating to the Middle Kingdom suggest that during this period the khat and 
                                                             
2334 See Section 7.1. 
2335 See Section 6.2.7. Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, pp. 112-113, No. 49; PM II, p. 166; 
Wildung, Ni-user-re. Sonnenkonig – Sonnengott, 15th page. 
2336 See Section 6.2.5. Wegner and Cahail, “Royal Funerary Equipment,” pp. 159-161. 
2337 See Sections 6.2.5 and 2.2.5. 
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nemes formed a complimentary pair.2338 A lintel from the funerary temple of Amenemhet I at 
Lisht North provides additional evidence for the use of the khat during a period of coregency 
(Cairo JE 31878).2339 The remains preserve two antithetical scenes depicting Senwosret I, 
wearing the khat and presenting offerings to Amenemhet I, who wears the red, and presumably 
white crowns respectively. These scenes support the idea that different styles of headgear were 
used to draw a distinction between two coregents.  
The use of complimentary pairings in relation to Senwosret III and Amenemhet III is not 
limited to the visual sphere. As discussed in Chapter Two, Cairo Stele CG 20691 records the 
names of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III along with a pair of epithets designed to distinguish 
two living kings and to associate them with the foremost deities of Abydos, Osiris and 
Wepwawet, presenting them as a complementary pair. It is possible that the stela was 
connected with the joint commemoration of these two kings, who both had cults located at 
South Abydos. 
The final distinctive element is the presence of a bracelet on the right wrist of the right-
hand figure of the Copenhagen dyad; the bracelet is not present on the Cairo example. As 
reviewed above, a simple bracelet was a part of the iconographic repertoire for under-life-size 
and life-size seated statues of Senwosret III, but only appears on three examples from the reign 
of Amenemhet III – two from the Karnak Series and the third from the Hawara Dyads. Further, 
as stated, the Karnak Series of Amenemhet III is also attributable to the period of co-rule. The 
presence of a bracelet on the right-hand figure of the central Hawara dyad adds additional 
support to the theory that it too was carved during that period. Archaeological evidence from 
                                                             
2338 See Section 6.2.5. 
2339 See Sections 2.2.1 and 6.2.5. Eaton-Krauss, “The Khat Headdress,” p. 25. 
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Dahshur indicates that construction likely began at Hawara around Amenemhet III Year 
15/Senwosret III Year 34 or earlier, which falls towards the end of the coregency period. The 
iconography of the dyads, particularly that of the Copenhagen example, suggests that the right-
hand figure represented Senwosret III, while that on the left represented Amenemhet III.  
The remaining Hawara objects are less well preserved, and less obviously relevant to the 
topic of coregency. Three of the four limestone statue bases (Berlin 1195, Leiden F 1939/2.51, 
and Louvre E 33167) are similar in layout and execution and all once supported a group 
composition of some type that included at least one representation of the king. It is unclear how 
extensive this group may have originally been. The final base, now in the Cloisters of St. George 
in Cairo, is from a kneeling statue. Additional fragments include Leiden F 1934.2.129, a small 
piece from a roughly life-size head of Amenemhet III and a fragment of a figure of the king in a 
naos that is wearing a menat necklace and holding a flail; the only other image in the corpus 
with a menat is Cairo CG 395, an over-life-size statue of Amenemhet III dressed as a priest that 
also comes from the Fayum. There are fragments from two colossal statues; regrettably, they 
are so small that it is not possible to comment on them further. Finally, there are the extremely 
fragmentary remains of a semi-engaged group scene that depicts a seated Amenemhet III 
flanked by a series of four standing goddesses holding fish.  
In addition to the excavated material, a series of three copper statues of the king 
(Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz No. 36, and Ortiz No. 37) may have originally been a part of Amenemhet 
III’s Hawara Series. The three are part of a group of nine objects found buried together that 
include: a bust of Amenemhet III, a kneeling statue of Amenemhet III, a striding statue of 
Amenemhet III, a large wig from the statue of a queen, the body of a queen, and four standing 
male figures. All were cast using the lost wax technique, with any additional elements being 
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hollow cast.2340 Further, Fay 2003 was reportedly found at Hawara with the copper alloy statues 
described.2341  
As in the reign of his father, the statuary of the sole reign of Amenemhet III is 
characterized by a series of single constructions spread throughout the country as well as a few 
key series installed in sites like Biahmu and Kom el-Hisn. The images from this period have a 
more generalized appearance, lying somewhere between the more visually distinctive styles of 
the early and later coregency periods. The Biahmu colossi were the largest statues outside of 
the Giza sphinx at the time of their construction and appear to have been erected as stand-
alone monuments; their relation to the Fayum further accentuates their significance.2342 The 
colossi likely reflect Amenemhet III’s special relationship with the Fayum, a fascination that is 
underscored by his strategic investment throughout the region.2343 The grand scale of these two 
monuments and their focus on royal power suggest that they came from the king’s sole reign 
and may even have commemorated the installation of Amenemhet III as sole ruler.  
Only a small number of statues from Kom el-Hisn are preserved including: Cairo JE 
43104 and JE 42995; it is likely that both came from the local temple to Sekhmet-Hathor.2344 
Cairo JE 43104 is the best-preserved triad of the reign, although the head is missing; it depicts 
Amenemhet III seated in the Sed-Festival cloak and flanked by two princesses. Cairo JE 42995 is 
an under-life-size head depicting Amenemhet III wearing the white crown. Due to the limited 
data preserved it is unclear how extensive this series may have been, but it does appear to 
directly reference the Sed-Festival of Amenemhet III and therefore likely dates to his Year 30 or 
                                                             
2340 Schoske and Wildung, Das Münchner Buch der Ägyptischen Kunst, p. 75. 
2341 Fay, “L’art egyptien du Moyen Empire, Seconde partie,” pp. 17-18. 
2342 See Sections 5.2.3, 6.3.1, and 7.2.2. 
2343 See Section 7.2.2 
2344 See Sections 5.2.3 and 6.2.3. 
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later. I have chosen not to assign these figures to the period of coregency between Amenemhet 
III and IV because their form and content differ from the images attributed to the final phase of 
the king’s reign. 
The Classic Sphinxes likely come from the sole-reign, as their function seems to have 
been different than those of the maned variety.2345 There is a total of nine Classic Sphinx 
fragments; the sphinxes of this type do not appear to have been conceived of as dyads.2346 They 
have a restrained, naturalistic modeling, a fully striated or partially tufted mane, a nemes, and a 
broad collar, with no evidence of a beard. They are in line with the traditions of the Old 
Kingdom. It is most likely that these sphinxes were constructed individually to represent 
Amenemhet III alone and therefore likely date to his sole-reign. While the precise symbolism of 
the sphinx form remains obscure, it clearly related to the divine nature of the king and served to 
distinguish him from other humans.  
Finally, a group of some 17 fragments preserving the king’s head or face are known that 
all share similar features.2347 The only real way to look at these unprovenanced objects is in 
relation to their iconography and the style and execution of their facial features. I have divided 
this material into four tentative sub-groups; it is possible that, more broadly speaking, this group 
of heads may represent the style of the sole reign of Amenemhet III. These divisions suggest 
that choice of material was sometimes a factor, namely in the case of those examples made of 
greywacke. Other groups appear more arbitrary and may reflect the techniques of a single group 
of artists or workshop. Due to a general lack of provenance or inscriptional data for the majority 
                                                             
2345 See Sections 5.2.3 and 6.3.3. 
2346 Aleppo 384; Boston MFA 88.747; Cairo CG 388 and Cairo JE 41472; Damascus 471 and 473; Dubroff 
sphinx; Louvre E 10938; Naples 387  
2347 See Sections 5.2.3 and 6.3.4. 
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of these images, assigning them to a particular period in the reign is very difficult. However, 
their more generic nature suggests that they may have been carved piecemeal and dispersed to 
various locations with the goal to circulate the king’s image throughout the country; this makes 
it more likely that many of them may have come the king’s sole reign.  
The heads of Group 1 have a series of distinctive facial features that include a pair of 
large almond shaped eyes with a beaded upper eyelid and two lines that come out from the 
inner canthi to form a small bag under the eye.2348 They have a straight, flat nose with a very 
broad tip, and a small notch in the lower lip that divides the lip in half; all wear the nemes 
headdress. The heads are comprised of either granodiorite or a dark shelly limestone, but all 
have a visible similarity. None of the heads has a known provenance, but it is possible that the 
lower lip is a workshop trait, as it is exclusive to this group.  
Group 2a includes those examples executed in greywacke.2349 The statues in this group 
have the same four edges marking the transitions between the different planes of the face: the 
lower eyelid and cheek, the cheek and upper lip, and the lower lip and chin.2350 In all three 
preserved cases the eyelids have a distinctive beaded edge and the lips are sinuous with 
downturned corners. The face shape is generally more triangular, with a pointed chin and 
hollowed cheeks. In addition, all four are of extremely high quality in carving, polishing, and in 
the management of shadow and light. It is most likely that this group came from the same 
workshop, or at least the same point in the king’s reign.2351  
                                                             
2348 Cairo CG 487 and 488; Cambridge E.2.1946; Moscow 4757; New York MMA 29.100.150. See Section 
5.2.3. 
2349 Boston MFA 20.1213; Cairo RT 13/4/22/9; Copenhagen AEIN 924; Louvre N.464+Cairo CG 769. This is 
the same group identified in Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 365. 
2350 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 365. 
2351 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 365. 
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The heads of Group 2b are comprised of serpentine, diorite and granodiorite 
respectively, but are very similar to those executed in greywacke except they have heavier 
upper eyelids.2352 This designation is not meant to imply that all three examples came from the 
same workshop, but to show a continuity of style that is present in many cases across the 
divisions of material or find spot. The only head of this type with any type of chronological 
marker is Berlin 11348, which wears the amulet necklace of Senwosret III, an indicator that it 
may have come from the early coregency period.  
Group 3 includes two limestone heads (Bonhams 2003 and Boston MFA 1978.54) and a 
third possible head in ophicalcite that has similar features (Munich ÄS 6762). The limestone 
fragments have full faces and smooth, less emphasized features; their lips are plump and 
straight. In the only preserved case (Boston MFA 1978.54), the nemes is smooth. These two 
facial fragments are too small to draw any other conclusions. The heads of Group 3 also appear 
to have shown the king in a more youthful light and as such may also have come from earlier in 
his reign. 
There are three additional heads that do not easily fit with one of the above groups: 
Chicago OIM 14048, the head from the Nubar Collection, and Beirut DGA 27574; other outliers 
include a belt fragment from Lisht. The lower halves of three seated statues also survive one 
from Deir el-Bahari as well as two of unknown provenance (Cairo CG 423 and London BM EA 
35361); the inscriptions of the former refer to Horus of Nekhen while those of the latter 
reference Sobek-Shedty.2353 
                                                             
2352 This group includes four main examples: Berlin 11348 (serpentine), Cairo RT 22/9/25/3 (granodiorite), 
London UC 14363 (diorite), and New York MMA 24.7.1 (granodiorite), as well as two possible additions: 
Philadelphia E6623 (too small to fully classify) and Hermitage 729 (mouth differs slightly). 
2353 See Section 5.2.5. 
575 
 
The statuary attributable to Amenemhet III’s coregency with his chosen successor 
includes the Bubastis Series, the Medinet Madi Series, the “Tanis” Series, and the Maned-
Sphinxes. This Bubastis Series is small and consists of a dyad of maned-sphinxes (Cairo JE 87082) 
and a pair of seated colossal statues (London BM EA 1063+1064 and Cairo CG 383+540). These 
images were found in the temple of Bastet, but may also relate to the construction of a nearby 
palace during the reign of Amenemhet III, possibly in association with his Sed-Festival.2354 I have 
attributed these monuments to the later coregency based on stylistic grounds; their possible 
association with the Sed-Festival of Amenemhet III strengthens that argument. Evidence from 
the second period of co-rule suggests that both the maned-sphinxes and pairs of colossi 
contrasted youth and age in order to distinguish between the two coregents and to portray 
them as a complimentary pair.2355  
The establishment of a palace in the northern quadrant of site that was frequented in 
conjunction with or after the Sed-Festival of Amenemhet III suggests that, if the statues came 
from that area, they date to late in the reign. The facial features of the sphinx dyad further 
support a date to late in the reign of Amenemhet III. The style of the dyad is closest to the 
statuary in the “Tanis” Series and is distinctive from the earlier material from Hawara and 
Karnak. The bodies of the Nilotic Dyads found at Tanis, are closer in form to the body type 
popular in the 13th Dynasty; unfortunately, the torsos of the two Bubastis colossi have not 
survived. The faces do echo the very broad and full facial planes of the “Tanis” Series. In 
addition, the close correspondence between the features of the sphinx dyad and the Tanis 
                                                             
2354 See Sections 5.2.3 and 6.4.1. 
2355 See Section 7.1. 
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sphinxes suggests that both were designed to convey the same ideological message and 
therefore likely come from the same period in the reign.2356 
Amenemhet III initiated the construction of the temple at Medinet Madi and a total of 
at least four statues from the temple’s decorative program are preserved including: a pair of 
seated over-life-size statues (Cairo JE 66322 and Milan RAN E0.9.40001), and the bases of two 
triads, which remain in situ. Amenemhet III founded this site as a part of his focus on the Fayum 
and dedicated the temple there to Renenutet and Sobek-Shedty.2357 The preserved relief 
decoration indicates that work began while Amenemhet III was still living and was then 
completed after his death; meaning that work occurred during the brief period of coregency 
between Amenemhet III and IV.2358 Excavators uncovered Cairo JE 66322 and Milan RAN 
E0.9.40001 together and their carving suggests that they are most likely the work of a single 
artist.2359  
The pair is similar conceptually to that from Bubastis as it also juxtaposes youth and age; 
however, they do differ slightly stylistically. As is the case for the maned-sphinxes of the 
limestone and granodiorite sub-groups, it appears that the softer material led to more subtly in 
the features of the final product. Only the inscription on the Milan statue has survived to 
confirm the king’s identity, leading to two possible interpretations for the pair. The differences 
in the facial features suggest that the Milan statue could depict Amenemhet III, and the Cairo 
statue Amenemhet IV. It is also possible that both the younger and older statues depicted 
Amenemhet III and, like the statues of the Later Style of Senwosret III, they were designed to 
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2358 See Sections 5.2.3 and 6.4.2. 
2359 Vogliano, Secondo rapport, pp. 54-55. 
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reflect the full career of the king. However, based on the relief decoration of the temple at 
Medinet Madi, the former seems more likely. 
In addition to the colossi, the remains of what were originally three triads come from 
the temple’s tripartite sanctuary; only the bases of the central and eastern triads remain.2360 The 
central triad depicted Renenutet set on a very high pedestal with a back pillar, clothed in a long 
women’s garment, and flanked by smaller-scale representations of Amenemhet III and IV; part 
of an inscription preserves the titulary of each king. The Eastern Triad has a similar layout and 
likely depicted Sobek in his crocodile form. The Western Triad has not survived. Based on the 
archaeological, textual, and visual evidence from the Temple at Medinet Madi it is most likely 
that this series dates to and is reflective of the brief period of co-rule between Amenemhet III 
and IV. 
Certain stylistic features indicate that the statuary in the “Tanis” Series may have come 
from the same workshop and therefore, may have been installed at the same site.2361 The series 
includes at least eight maned-sphinxes and at least two Nilotic dyads.2362 All have very round 
faces with broad, flat planes and strongly articulated features that include heavy eyelids, bags 
under the eyes, deep nasolabial folds, a down-turned mouth with accentuated musculature, and 
a very well-defined chin; they are similar in many ways to those examples of the Later Style of 
Senwosret III. Based on the strong feline emphasis of the Tanis Sphinxes, Wildung has proposed 
that they may have originally stood in the sanctuary of Bastet in Bubastis.2363 The much smaller 
dyad of maned-sphinxes from Bubastis is similar; however, the closest parallel to these images is 
                                                             
2360 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, pp. 107-110. 
2361 See Sections 5.2.3 and 6.4.3. 
2362 Cairo CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4; 
Cairo CG 392, CG 531, Rome 8607 
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Cairo CG 395, from Kiman Fares, which opens up the possibility that they were all originally 
installed in the Fayum. The site of Bubastis and the Fayum both appear to have been particularly 
important to Amenemhet III. 
The Nilotic Dyads depict two standing royal figures with distinctive wigs, beards, and 
kilts bearing offerings of fish and plants; their hairstyle is unique to Amenemhet III. They too 
juxtapose youth and age; the form of their bodies is what helps attribute this series stylistically 
to late in the reign of Amenemhet III, suggesting that they most likely represented Amenemhet 
III and IV. The bodies have a highly emphasized musculature with very prominent pectorals, a 
nipped in waist, a well-articulated abdominal area, and a ventral furrow that runs the length of 
the torso; the bodies of the sphinxes are similarly detailed. This body type continues on into the 
13th Dynasty and is distinctive from the form of statues dating to earlier in the reign. 
The Tanis Sphinxes are different from most of the other preserved examples of this type 
in size, material, and execution, which suggests that they were meant to serve a particular 
ideological purpose.2364 It is probable that, like the Bubastis dyad, all of the maned-sphinxes 
were originally set up as dyads, with one older or more accentuated figure and one smoother, 
fuller, and more youthful figure. This pairing of youth and old age emerges in the Later Style of 
Senwosret III, where it appears to have been used to emphasize the full reign of the king. In the 
case of these dyads, it seems to represent Amenemhet III as the aged senior king and 
Amenemhet IV as the youthful junior king.2365 The popularity of dyads during this period is 
important, especially in the case of the “Tanis” Series, as all of the statuary in this group seem to 
be in the form of dyads.2366  
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The development of the maned form stretches back to the Old Kingdom and may have 
served to emphasize the individual identity of the king and the power of the lion; the Tanis 
sphinxes are the most well-preserved examples of this type.2367 The sphinxes are attributed to 
Amenemhet III based on style; key features include a low forehead, wide cheeks with high 
cheekbones, hooded eyes with heavy lids, thin pressed lips, and a horizontal notch over the 
fleshy part of the chin. I have divided this group, based on material, into three sub-groups: the 
granodiorite sub-group,2368 the limestone sub-group,2369 and the Outliers.2370 There are some 
stylistic differences between the groups, but these most likely relate to the material used and 
the size of each object; the basic form of the mane and sphinx is the same for all, the only 
exception being the miniature sphinx in the British Museum.  
The resurgence of the maned-sphinx under Amenemhet III should be viewed as a direct 
reflection of the popularity of dyads during his reign.2371 The reasons behind the selection of the 
more leonine form of the sphinx is a matter that is still open for debate; however, when viewed 
in conjunction with the rest of the statuary of the late 12th Dynasty kings, Wildung’s suggestion 
that the statuary of this period focused more on images that were of this world, seems to be the 
best theory.2372 It is important to reiterate that sphinxes of the Classic Style do not appear to 
have been used for dyads, and therefore must have served a different ideological purpose. 
To summarize, the statuary from the early coregency period mimics that of Senwosret III 
in both style and iconography, a continuation of the 12th Dynasty trend established during the 
                                                             
2367 See Section 5.2.3. 
2368 Cairo CG 393, 394, 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, JE 87082, RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 
8/2/21/4 
2369 Cairo CG 391 and Munich ÄS 7132 
2370 London BM EA 65506 and Munich ÄS 7133 
2371 See Section 7.1 
2372 See Section 5.2.3. Wildung and Grimm, Gotter Pharaonen, p. 199. 
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reign of Senwosret I. The images from this period, most notably those from Hawara and Karnak, 
were designed to convey a close father/son relationship and to present the two as a 
complimentary pair. Noted similarities between the early coregency statuary of Amenemhet III 
and the statuary of Senwosret III include: the use of Nemes Form A.1, the existence of 
decorated uraeus shield forms, the form of th ear, the appearance of the amulet necklace, the 
presence of a bracelet on the right wrist, and the inclusion of the nine bows. In addition, the 
early coregency and sole-reign images of Amenemhet III have a body type that is analogous to 
that of the statuary in the Later Style of Senwosret III.  
The sole reign of Amenemhet III may have been marked by the installation of the 
Biahmu colossi. As with the reign of his father, the statuary of his sole reign is characterized by a 
series of single constructions spread throughout the country as well as a few key series installed 
in sites like Biahmu and Kom el-Hisn. In addition, the form of the Classic Sphinxes indicates that 
they too are attributable to this period. These images have a more generalized appearance, 
lying somewhere between the more visually distinctive styles of the early and later coregency 
periods. 
Again, following in the footsteps of his father, the statuary of the later coregency period 
suggests an intense focus on commemoration and a fascination with the use of dyads. The 
evidence for distinctive phases of sculptural production is less clear with Amenemhet III and the 
length of his reign makes evaluating these images more difficult.  The early coregency statuary 
depicts Amenemhet III as a dutiful son/junior partner working in conjunction with his father, 
while that statuary of the sole reign and later coregency uses innovation to build upon the 
techniques of the past and to bring royal self-expression to a new height. During the later 
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coregency period the visual representation of two kings ruling as a complimentary pair reaches 
its zenith in the form and style of the dyads representing Amenemhet III and IV. 
8.3 – Comparative Material: Hatshepsut and Thutmose III Revisited 
 The data from Chapters Four through Six suggests that, like the statuary of Hatshepsut 
and Thutmose III, the royal sculpture of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III evolved over the 
period of their reigns to reflect the contemporary political situation and to express the royal and 
administrative desires of the ruling king/kings.2373 The work of Laboury and Lipinska makes it 
clear that such iconographic changes were the direct result of the decisions of the king/kings 
and their closest advisors – meaning that significant differences in iconography do not reflect 
the hand of various artists or the concerns of a particular geographic region.2374  
 Laboury has noted that for the Egyptians, an image was a true incarnation of its model 
and as such was designed to represent its essence, not its appearance.2375 He has stated further 
that like all pharaonic images, the statues of Thutmose III were meant to represent not the 
changing of appearances, but the profound nature of their model – a nature that evolved both 
politically and ideologically during his reign. The simultaneous evolution of the statuary of 
Hatshepsut and Thutmose III created a living image of this ideology by means of slight 
transformations of the physiognomic traits of their statues. Laboury observed a concordance 
between the political policy and royal iconography of this period and has suggested that these 
portraits represent “an accurate translation of current ideology in iconographic language.”2376 
Further, the epigraphic, art historical, and iconographic evidence indicates that political factors 
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directly related to the coregency and subsequent problems of legitimation led to the evolution 
in the style of Thutmose III. 
 The statuary of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III also reflect the essence of 12th Dynasty 
kingship as well as the political and ideological concerns of the two kings represented. This 
dissertation has shown a clear stylistic evolution, the most likely explanation for which is the 
changing status of each king from junior partner, to sole king, to senior partner. These 
physiognomic modifications reflect the differing goals of the king at each status – a desire for 
continuity, an assertion of individual personality, and a mission to protect the dynastic line. As in 
the case of Thutmose III, the status of these objects and the significance of the temples in which 
they were located indicates that any changes in the style of the royal image were part of a 
deliberate program.  
8.4 – The Broader Significance: Iconographic and Religious Developments 
The analysis presented in Chapters Three through Six indicates that the stylistic 
evolution of the royal sculpture of the Middle Kingdom may have been the direct result of the 
political strategy of coregency. The establishment of the practice as a royal standard would have 
affected every aspect of Egyptian political life and it is logical to expect that such a strategy 
would have had an impact on the king’s primary mode of self-representation and political 
propaganda – his statuary. The reigns of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III fall in the second half 
of the 12th Dynasty, therefore any ideas or strategies related to the representation of coregency 
could have been explored and refined.   
Dyads appear to have played a significant role in visually conveying the concept of 
coregency, particularly during the reign Amenemhet III.2377 The popularity of these dyads likely 
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reflects an effort to normalize a pair of kings by reflecting their inherent dualism. The variances 
between the images conveyed the existence of two living distinct kings and their features, one 
older and one younger, reflected a complete life cycle and portrayed the two as a 
complimentary pair. Dyads dating to the period in question include: the granite shrines from 
Hawara (Cairo JE 43289, Copenhagen AEIN 1842), the sphinx dyad from Bubastis (Cairo JE 
87082), the maned-sphinxes (Cairo CG 391, 393, 394, 530+1243[1], 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, 
RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4), and the Nilotic dyads (Cairo CG 392, CG 531, and Rome 8607). In 
addition, a number of paired colossi also appear to have functioned in a similar manner.2378 This 
does not imply that the images reflected the actual age of either king, but that the Egyptians 
used age as means to visually distinguish between the members of a coregency. 
The proliferation of royal dyads during this period and their relative disappearance soon 
after suggests that the type had a specific relevance to the second half of the 12th Dynasty. It is 
possible, that at the beginning of the dynasty ideas about how to convey and represent the 
concept of coregency were still in the experimental stages.2379 Perhaps, as time passed the dyad 
emerged as the best tactic for conveying the true meaning and conception of coregency. 
 Additional evidence for a wide-ranging program designed to promote coregency 
throughout the country comes from a preliminary examination of the possible religious 
affiliations of both Senwosret III and Amenemhet III. The data examined in Sections 7.2.1 and 
7.2.2 suggests that these king’s may have used religious symbolism in order to distinguish 
themselves during their period of co-rule. If coregencies were in fact the preferred method of 
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governance, then widely declaring and showcasing the junior partner would have been critical 
to ensuring the success of the policy. 
During the second half of his reign, Senwosret III seems to have concentrated on cities 
and areas to the south, including Deir el-Bahari, Medamoud, Abydos, Thebes, and Nubia.2380 In 
contrast, Amenemhet III’s primary focus for royal display seems to have been in the north, 
particularly in and around the Fayum. The archaeological remains dating to these kings and the 
extraordinary number of known royal statues attributable to them suggests that this may have 
been a deliberate strategy to further define the roles of these two living kings. 
Around the time that Amenemhet III became junior coregent, Senwosret III shifted his 
attention from his complex at Dahshur to the city of Abydos. He invested in the Osiris temple in 
the main core of site and constructed a massive mortuary complex to the south including a 
subterranean tomb, a mortuary temple, and a planned administrative community. Epigraphic 
evidence from the statuary of Senwosret III and a small group of votive stelae associated with 
the Festival of Osiris indicate that the king had a very deep connection to the site and to its two 
primary deities: Wepwawet and Osiris. The association of a reigning or deceased king with these 
gods is not unusual; however, Senwosret III’s investment in the area is much more substantial 
than any previous ruler. His focus on the south becomes more interesting when it is viewed in 
conjunction with Amenemhet III’s efforts in the Fayum and the development and proliferation 
of a new form of the god Horus, Horus-Shedty. 
The Fayum appears to have been a special location where Amenemhet III chose to 
commemorate a number of strategic points in his reign including his coronation, his 
                                                             
2380 See Sections 7.2.1 and 7.2.2. 
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inauguration as sole ruler, and his coregency with Amenemhet IV.2381 During the reign of 
Amenemhet III a systematic investment in the Fayum began; a process that may have been 
intimately linked with the practice of coregency. The evidence suggests that Amenemhet III 
worked to align himself with the local version of the god Horus, a crocodile god derived from 
Sobek of Shedet.  It is possible that the king’s efforts related initially to his role as one of two 
living incarnations of the god Horus. This may explain his preoccupation with the region 
throughout his reign and his apparent focus on northern sites. Amenemhet III undertook 
building and religious programs throughout the Fayum region aimed at emphasizing both his 
persona and local cults.2382  
The possible coronation inscription of Amenemhet III marks the first of a series of 
important events in the king’s reign whose commemoration occurred primarily in the Fayum.2383 
It designates the region as a fundamental element of the political and ideological image 
Amenemhet III chose to symbolize his kingship. It also suggests that this newly emphasized form 
of the god Horus derived from Sobek-Shedty may have been necessary to justify the practice of 
coregency with the concept of divine kingship. As a result of his efforts in the area, beginning 
with his coronation, Amenemhet III emerged as a new form of the god Horus, distinctive from 
Senwosret III, but still embodying the traditional role of the divine king.  His work at Medinet el-
Fayum set the stage for the rest of his reign and his projects at Hawara, Biahmu, and Medinet 
Madi underscore the significance of the region in the king’s administrative and ideological 
strategy.  
                                                             
2381 See Section 7.2.2. 
2382 See Section 7.2.2. 
2383 See Section 7.2.2, Shedet/Medinet el-Fayum. 
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The evidence suggests a clear and deliberate visual, architectural, and textual program 
designed to increase the prestige and standing of Sobek-Shedty, Horus who resides in Shedet 
and to associate that newly minted god of kingship exclusively with Amenemhet III.2384 This 
program was likely part of the overall political strategy of Amenemhet III and its appearance in 
conjunction with his coronation indicates that it was thought out well in advance of his 
promotion to the throne. It is possible that this material reflects the desire of Amenemhet III to 
promote himself as a new version of Horus, one distinctive from his father Senwosret III who 
would also have been considered a living incarnation of that god.  
When coupled with the art historical data it is possible to suggest that Amenemhet III’s 
work in the Fayum may offer a direct response to critics who have suggested that it would have 
been impossible for the Egyptians to accept two living kings. The fact that Senwosret III and 
Amenemhet IV had virtually no association with the god Sobek or the Fayum in general further 
underscores Amenemhet III’s deliberate decision to distinguish himself from his other partners 
in kingship. Horus, the original god of kingship, did not cease to exist once Sobek-Horus rose in 
esteem – both gods endured together and continued their parallel trajectories as 
representatives of divine kingship. 
8.5 – Significance and Avenues for Further Study 
 This significance of this study is two-fold. First, the data from Chapter Two makes it clear 
that the possibility of a series of coregencies beginning with the reign of Amenemhet 
I/Senwosret I cannot be ruled out or dismissed based on the epigraphic evidence alone. 
Archaeological and inscriptional data from Lisht, Dahshur, South Abydos, Hawara and other 
temple sites add support to the likely existence of coregencies, and co-naming stelae and other 
                                                             
2384 See Section 6.5.3. 
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objects illustrate how such a practice may have been normalized throughout the country. In 
addition, the mention of appointing one’s successor prior to one’s death in The Teachings of 
Amenemhet I, shows that the 12th Dynasty Egyptians were aware of such practices and their 
benefits to securing the line of succession.  
Moving forward, a more critical examination of the textual and visual markers of 
coregency is essential. If the purpose of establishing co-rule was to secure the dynastic 
succession, then visibly endorsing each new junior partner would have been fundamental. 
Representing these royal pairings throughout the country would have aided in securing the 
future success of the junior partner and would have sent a clear message to the Egyptian elite 
about the stability of the country. The second section of this dissertation takes the exploration 
of coregency into the visual realm with a thorough overview and re-analysis of the statuary of 
Senwosret III and his son. This study is the first to consider the consequences that coregency 
may have had on the three-dimensional representation of kingship during the second half of the 
12th Dynasty. 
The royal statuary of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III as well as the other architectural, 
epigraphic, and visual remains examined here are indicative of a wide-ranging program designed 
to promote and commemorate the concept of coregency and the coregents themselves 
throughout the country. The royal sculpture examined in Chapters Three through Six indicates 
that as early as the reign of Amenemhet I a strategy was in place in regard to the image of 
kingship. Each king appears to have had an early style that was very similar in both form and 
iconography to that of his predecessor. This style then shifted later on during his reign to a style 
that was more individual. Finally, in cases where an early coregency and a later coregency likely 
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took place, a third style appeared that was consistent with the early style of the king’s 
successor.  
The preserved sculptural corpus for many of the early 12th Dynasty kings is limited; 
fortunately, the material from the reigns of Senwosret III and his son provides an excellent test 
case for examining this evolution and its possible relationship to the practice of coregency. In 
the case of Senwosret III and Amenemhet III it appears that the early style of each king was 
designed in large part to create a sense of dynastic continuity, linking father and son and 
presenting the two as a complimentary pair. In the case of Amenemhet III, the style of his sole-
reign shifted subtly, eliminating many of the iconographic elements specifically associated with 
his father. The later style of each king becomes much more elaborate and included large statue 
series and/or dyads designed to commemorate the reign and status of the senior king and to 
introduce the new junior partner throughout the country.  
The broader implications of this study challenge the traditional notion of divine kingship 
and support the work of Schaefer and Lorton who have suggested there were no religious or 
ideological impediments to the idea of two living incarnations of the god Horus.2385 Clues from 
the reign of Amenemhet III, in particular, suggest that from outset of his reign the king worked 
to align himself visually, architecturally, and textually with a newly elevated version of the god 
Horus, Horus-Shedty. This god developed from the local god of the Fayum, Sobek-Shedty, who 
also played an important role in the reign of Amenemhet III.  
  Coming to a consensus regarding the question of coregency is essential in order to move 
forward and better understand the political climate of the Middle Kingdom. In the future, a 
similar re-evaluation of the statuary of Senwosret I would help to establish more precisely how 
                                                             
2385 See Section 2.1.1. 
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the practice of coregency may have affected the royal statuary of the early 12th Dynasty kings.  
Unfortunately, the surviving sculpture of other 12th Dynasty rulers is much more limited. The 
short overview included in Chapter Three indicates that stylistic shifts in the statuary of 
Senwosret I align seamlessly with the chronological divisions of the king’s reign reflecting the 
early coregency, sole-reign, and later coregency periods. 
 In order to further investigate the various modes of royal representation during these 
period of co-rule, a thorough re-evaluation of the two-dimensional image of each of these kings 
is required – an incredibly difficult task given the number of representations of the king himself 
preserved in that medium. However, the fragments from Lisht and the altar of Hawara reveal 
the potential for such a study. In addition, a new analysis of the temples constructed at Bubastis, 
Hawara, Medamoud, Medinet Madi, and South Abydos might serve to expose the ways in which 
the religious roles of two living kings would have been expressed in both text and relief. This 
group of temples, all possibly constructed/decorated during periods of coregency, could then be 
compared to other potential coregency temples from earlier in the dynasty and to other non-
coregency temples in order to elucidate any similarities or differences related to the 














This catalogue includes a total of 73 statues or statue fragments that I have attributed to 
the reign of Senwosret III. They are divided into five groups based primarily on their preserved 
inscriptions and provenance. Group 1 includes those objects that preserve an inscription 
confirming their date to the reign of Senwosret III; they also have a known/excavated 
provenance, which serves to establish their general location of origin. Statues in Group 2 also 
have a textually confirmed date, but no known provenance. Group 3 contains uninscribed pieces 
with a known primary provenance, while Group 4 contains examples that are attributed based 
on style alone. Group 5 includes objects with a questionable attribution that scholars have dated 
variously, but likely date to the reign of Senwosret III. Following these five main groups is a short 
account of objects previously ascribed to Senwosret III that I have chosen not to include.  
 
Group 1 – Inscribed, Primary Provenance Known: 
Abydos –  
 




 Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite (red) 
Measurements: Original H. = c. 175 cm; Base H. = 35 cm2386 
Provenance: South Abydos, Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, Forecourt 
Comments: South Abydos Series, Quartzite Group  
 
Statuary in the South Abydos Series includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2 and a series of calcite 
fragments from at least three life-size representations all excavated at the Mortuary Temple of 
                                                             
* This designation indicates that the author has viewed the object in person 
2386 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, p. 187. 
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Senwosret III. This statue forms a pair with Abydos QS2 and it is currently located behind the 
Temple of Seti I at Abydos. 
 
Abydos QS1 is also a part of the Quartzite Group, which includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2, the 
Alexandria Sphinx, British Museum EA 1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, EA 1849, EA 20818, and EA 
20819, Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, Louvre E 
25370, and Metropolitan Museum of Art 26.7.1394. The statues of the Quartzite Group are all 
very uniform in style and as such were likely carved in the same workshop. 
 
Description: 
Abydos QS1 portrays the king seated on an inscribed throne and is preserved from the waist 
down. Additional fragments indicate that the statue depicted the king wearing a triple-stripe 
nemes headdress and short pleated kilt. As was typical in the reign of Senwosret III, the king 
wears the bull’s tail and his feet rest upon the nine bows. The throne is square with a short, 
rounded back.  
 
Inscriptions: 
The throne of Abydos QS1 is inscribed on three sides. The top of the throne base contains two 
vertical columns of text framing the king’s legs and feet, and the sides preserve the sema-tawy 
motif and its accompanying offering inscriptions. The dedicatory inscriptions on QS1 and QS2 
refer to the two most important deities at Abydos, Osiris-Khentiamentiu and Wepwawet, which 
indicates that they were originally conceived of as a pair.2387 
 
Dedicatory Inscription, Front of Base –  
1r anx NTr-xprw nbty NTr-mswt Hr nbw xpr nswt-bity (2a-kAw-Ra) sA Ra (4n-wsrt) mry Wsir-
2ntyimntiw nb AbDw di anx.  
“The Living Horus Netjer-Kheperu, Two Ladies Netjer-Mesut, Golden Horus Kheper, King of 
Upper and Lower Egypt Khakaure, Son of Re Senwosret, beloved of Osiris-Khentiamentiu, Lord 
of Abydos, given life.” 
 
Offering Inscription, Left Side of Throne –  
Front: (1) Dd-mdw dj.n.(j) n.k DfAw nb (2) [xt nbt] nfrt imyt (3) [tA-mHw] 
“Words spoken: it is to you that I have given all food offerings [and every] good thing that is in 
the [North].”  
Rear: (1) [Dd-]mdw dj.n.(j) n.k Htpt nb(t) (2) [Dd-mdw] dj.n n.k xt nb(t)…(3) [Sm]aw. 
“Words spoken: it is to you that I have given every [good] thing [that is in] the South.”  
 
Offering Inscription, Right Side of Throne – 
Front: (1) Dd-mdw dj.n.(j) n.k Htpt (2) [nb]t jxr xt nbt nfr(t) imy(t)(3)… [TA—mH]w 
“Words spoken: It is to you that I have given offerings; and every good thing [of the] North.” 
Rear: (1) Dd-mdw dj.n.(j) n.k DfAw nb (2) […]r dj.n.(j) n.k xt nb(t) (3) [Smaw] 
“Words spoken: It is to you that I have given all offerings; it is to you that I have given everything 
[which is in] the South.”  
                                                             
2387 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, p. 195. For more on this pair of epithets and its 





Connor, “Pierres et statues,” pp. 11-13, fig. 7, No. 50; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, 
p. 139; Oppenheim, Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 22-25, p. 79; Randall-MacIver, “The Temple 
of Usertesen III,” pp. 57-58, pl. XX, XXI; Randall-MacIver and Mace, “Excavations at Abydos,” pp. 
1-3; Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pp. 187-199, fig. 78-82, fig. 86, pl. 30-31. 
 
No. 2 (pl. IV) 
 
Abydos QS2  
 
 Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite (red) 
Measurements: Original H. = c. 175 cm; Base H. = 35 cm2388 
Provenance: South Abydos, Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, Forecourt 
Comments: South Abydos Series, Quartzite Group  
 
Statuary in the South Abydos Series includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2 and a series of calcite 
fragments from at least three life-size representations all found at the Mortuary Temple of 
Senwosret III. This statue forms a pair with Abydos QS1 and is currently buried in situ at the 
Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III in South Abydos. 
 
Abydos QS2 is also a part of the Quartzite Group, which includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2, the 
Alexandria Sphinx, British Museum EA 1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, EA 1849, EA 20818, and EA 
20819, Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, Louvre E 
25370, and Metropolitan Museum of Art 26.7.1394. The statues of the Quartzite Group are all 
very uniform in style and as such were likely carved in the same workshop. 
 
Description: 
While being of a slightly larger size, QS2 is virtually identical in form and preservation to QS1. 
 
Inscriptions: 
Like QS1, this statue is inscribed on three sides. The top of the throne base contains two vertical 
columns of text framing the king’s legs and feet and the sides preserve the sema-tawy motif and 
its accompanying offering inscriptions.  
 
Dedicatory Inscription, Front of Base –  
1r anx NTr-xprw nbty NTr-mswt Hr nbw 2pr nswt-bity (2a-kAw-Ra) sA Ra (4n-wsrt) mry WpwAwt 
nb tA-Dsr anx Dt nHH.  
“The Living Horus Netjer-Kheperu, Two Ladies Netjer-Mesut, Golden Horus Kheper, King of 
Upper and Lower Egypt (Khakaure), Son of Re (Senwosret), beloved of Wepwawet, Lord of the 
Necropolis, living for eternity.”  
 
                                                             
2388 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, p. 187. 
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Offering Inscription, Left Side of Throne –  
Front: (1) Dd-mdw dj.n.(j) n.k DfAw nb (2) [Dd]-mdw dj.d.(j) n.k Htp nb(t) (3) n[frt imyt tA]-mHw 
“Words spoken: it is to you that I have given all food offerings. Word spoken: it is to you that I 
have given every good thing [which is in] the North.”  
Rear: (1) Dd-mdw dj.n.(j) n.k anx wAs nb (2) Dd-mdw dj.n.(j) n.k s(n)b…(3) [Sm]aw. 
“Words spoken: it is to you that I have all life and power; Word spoken: it is to you that I have 
given health… South.”  
 
Offering Inscription, Right Side of Throne –  
Front: (1) Dd-mdw dj.n.(j) n.k Htpt (2) nbt nfrt Aw-ibt nb ixr (3) TA—mHw 
“Words spoken: It is to you that I have given all good offerings; and every good thing [from the] 
North.” 
Rear: (1) Dd-mdw dj.n.(j) n.k DfAw nb (2) dj.n.(j) n.k xt nb nbt nfrt imyt (3) Smaw 
“Words spoken: It is to you that I have given all offerings. Words spoken: it is to you that I have 
given every good thing which is in the South.”  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “Pierres et statues,” pp. 11-13, fig. 7, No. 51; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, 
p. 139; Randall-MacIver, “The Temple of Usertesen III,” pp. 57-58, pl. XX, XXI; Randall-MacIver 
and Mace, “Excavations at Abydos,” pp. 1-3; Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pp. 
187-199, fig. 78-82, fig. 86, pl. 30-31. 
 




 Fragments from at least Three Statues of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Calcite 
Measurements: Statues originally life-size 
Provenance: South Abydos, Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, Interior Cult Area 
Comments: South Abydos Series 
 
Statuary in the South Abydos Series includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2 and a series of calcite 
fragments from at least three life-size representations all found at the Mortuary Temple of 
Senwosret III. A description of each of the important fragments in this group follows. 
 
Description of SA.2090: 
Facial fragment preserving a portion of the mouth, chin, and false beard of Senwosret III; this 
was the only facial fragment recovered. The mouth is downturned and the muscles at the 
corners of the lips are accentuated. The termination of the nasolabial fold is visible, and the 
preserved modeling of the left cheek indicates that this is an example of the aged sub-type. The 
careful modeling and the facial features are similar to that of New York MMA 17.9.2; the details 
of the mouth and the join between the false beard and the chin are almost identical.2389  
                                                             




Description of SA.1037: 
Fragment preserving part of a false beard similar to that of SA.2090. 
 
Description of SA.1935: 
Fragment depicting part of two fingers from a flattened hand. 
 
Description of SA.2477: 
Fragment preserving part of a bent knee. 
 
Description of SA.2470: 
Fragment preserving part of the right lappet of a nemes headdress. 
 
Description of SA.4190: 
Fragment from the upper portion of a nemes headdress. 
 
Description of SA.3983/3985/4074: 
Three fragments from a pleated kilt. 
 
Description of SA.756: 
A fragment in limestone preserving part of a pleated kilt was found in association with this 
group, indicating the presence of other types of statues in the same area. 
 
Description of fragments preserving inscription: 
The inscriptions preserved are filled with blue paint, but are too badly damaged for a full 
reconstruction. The texts are similar to those on QS1 and QS2 both in form and content. Wegner 
has recognized elements of the king’s full titulary as well as the epithets “mry Wsir-2ntyimentiw 
nb AbDw di anx” and “mry WpwAwt nb tA Dsr anx Dt nHH.”2390 This group includes fragment 
numbers: SA.8557 (42-9-1), SA.738, SA.730, SA.2672, SA.3996, SA.3996, SA.2473, SA.2313, 
SA.2476, SA.2941, SA.1563, and SA.2900. 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 242-343, pls. 190; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” pp. 
11-13, Nos. 65-68; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 237 n. 65; Wegner, 
The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, pp. 199-203. 
 
No. 4 (pl. III) 
 
Mariette 1880  
 
 Colossal Shrouded Figure of Senwosret III  
 
Material: Granite 
                                                             
2390 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, p. 99. 
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Measurements: L = 1.10 m2391 
Provenance: Abydos, Osiris Temple, Northern Enclosure 
Comments: Abydos Temple of Osiris Series  
 
The Osiris Temple Series is comprised of two main examples: Mariette 1880 and London BM EA 
608, although Petrie and Mariette have noted fragments of additional statues.2392 It is possible 
that this body may join BM EA 608;2393 however, its current location is unknown. 
 
Description:  
Unfortunately, there are no photographs or drawings of this statue. Mariette has described it as 
headless and similar to other fragments found in the same area, which depicted Senwosret III as 
a colossal shrouded figure standing atop the nine bows.2394  
 
Inscriptions:  
The back pillar preserves a vertical inscription of two columns that begin with the king’s titulary. 
 
Back Pillar Inscription –   
(1) 1r NTrj-xprw nbtj NTrj-mswt 1r-nbw 2pr nswt-bjtj (2a-kAw-Ra) [mry] Wsjr 2ntj-Imntiw nb 
Ab[Dw..] (2) nTr nfr nb tAwj nb irt xt nswt-bjtj (2a-kAw-Ra) zA Ra n Xt.f (Zj-n-wsrt) xntj kAw anxw 
nbw xaw m nswt-bjtj Hr st 1r sSm.f anxw nbw dj anx Dd wAs snb … 2395 
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu, Two Ladies Netjer-Mesut, Golden Horus Kheper, the King of Upper and 
Lower Egypt Khakaure, beloved of Osiris Khentiamentiu Lord of Abydos…the Good God, Lord of 
the Two Lands, Lord of Action, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khakaure, Son of Re of his body, 
Senwosret, foremost of all the living kas, the one who appears as King of Upper and Lower Egypt 




Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 332, 344 n. 1115; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 4, 
No. 36; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 140-141; Mariette, Abydos II, p. 29, pl. 
21d; Mariette, Catalogue General des Monuments D’Abydos, pp. 29-30, No. 346; Hirsch, 
Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 100, 332, No. 246; Petrie, Abydos II, 
p. 34, pl. XXVIII; PM V, p. 42.  
 
Biga Island –  
	
No. 5  
 
Biga Statue  
 
                                                             
2391 Mariette, Abydos II, p. 29. 
2392 A. Mariette, Catalogue General des Monuments D’Abydos (Paris: L’Imprimerie Nationale, 1880), p. 29. 
2393 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 332, 344 n. 1115. 
2394 Mariette, Catalogue General des Monuments D’Abydos, pp. 29-30. 
2395 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, pp. 100, 332, No. 246. 
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Provenance: Biga Island 
Comments:  
 
Found within the precincts of the Ptolemaic temple at Biga.2396 Polz does not include this statue 
in her catalogue, and while Connor does not discuss it in his dissertation, he does include it in his 
CRIEPL catalogue, although it remains unclassified.  
 
Description: 
There is no published image of this fragment, only a short description by Lepsius and an account 




Lepsius originally recorded the inscriptions in 1843/1844. According to his assessment, two 
vertical lines of text appear on either side under the arms and the two sides of the throne were 
decorated with the sema-tawy motif and inscriptions.  
 
Throne Inscriptions –  
[1r NTr-2pr]w nbty NTr-msw … 
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu, Two Ladies Netjer-Mesu …” 
1r NTr-2pr[w] … 
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu…” 
 
Side of Throne –  
(1) Dd-mdw dj.n.(j) n.k xt nbt… (2) Dd-mdw nfrt jmyt… (3) Dd-mdw rsw… 
“Words spoken: it is to you that I have given all things… Words spoken: good thing, which is in… 
Words spoken: the south land … 
 
Bibliography:	
Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 48; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 127-128; 
Lepsius, Denkmäler aus Aegypten und Aethiopien, Text IV, p. 173; PM V, p. 258. 	
	
Deir el-Bahari –  
	
No. 6 (pls. V-VI, LXII) 
 
* British Museum EA 6842398  
                                                             
2396 PM V, p. 258.  
2397 Lepsius, Denkmäler, Text IV, p. 173. 
2398 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 




 Praying Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite, evidence of paint 
Measurements: H = 135 cm; W = 57 cm; D = 56 cm 
Provenance: Deir el-Bahari, Temple of Mentuhotep II, Lower South Court 
Comments: Deir el-Bahari Series 
 
This is one of a series of seven statues discovered at the Mortuary Temple of Mentuhotep II at 
Deir el-Bahari: London BM EA 684, 685, 686, and 768, Cairo RT 18/4/22/4, and Deir el-Bahari 
torsos 1 and 2, which are located on site. The EEF donated this statue, along with the others 
located in the British Museum, in 1905. 
 
Description: 
Striding statue of Senwosret III in an attitude of prayer. This series depicts the king striding with 
his hands flat on his starched triangular kilt. He wears the nemes headdress with headband and 
uraeus, but no beard; he also wears his characteristic amulet necklace. The faces of this group 
all differ; however, BM EA 684 and 685 are the most similar and seem to depict the king in 
middle age, while the face of BM EA 685 seems older. The eyelids of both BM EA 684 and 685 
are rimmed and both have uniformly full, straight mouths. To the contrary, BM EA 686 has more 
accentuated eyes and the distinctive mouth of the Later Style, aged sub-group. The kilt designs 
of all three are the same, but the pleating is executed differently on each example. The amulet 
necklaces also differ slightly, as BM EA 684 has two beads on each side, while the other 
examples have three. Further, BM EA 684 and 685 have two furrows between the eyebrows, but 
BM EA 686 does not. All three have sideburns and a uraeus that joins at the base of the 
headband. Based on these observations it seems that BM EA 684 and 685 likely depict the king 
in a phase of life that is distinctive from BM EA 686. The differences in the pleating and necklace 
execution seem to suggest that three different artists were at work. 
 
Inscriptions: 
Each figure in this series originally had an inscribed belt buckle and backpillar. None of the 
statues in the series preserve the full set of inscriptions. 
 




Back Pillar –  
1r NTr-xprw nswt-bjtj (2pr-kAw-Ra) mn … 
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu, King of Upper and Lower Egypt Khakaure …”  
 
Bibliography: 
Baikie, The Amarna Age, pp. 118, 286, pl. XIV; Baikie, Egyptian Papyri and Papyrus-Hunting, pl. 
XIV; Baikie, A History of Egypt I, p. 377, pl. XVII; Berman and Bohač, The Cleveland Museum of 
Art: Catalogue of Egyptian Art, p. 156; Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 26a; 
British Museum, A Guide to the Egyptian Collection (1909), p. 217; British Museum, A Guide to 
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the Egyptian Galleries (Sculpture), p. 46; British Museum, Hieroglyphic Texts IV, p. 6, pl. 8[no. 
158]; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 341, pls. 177, 181-182, 196-197; Connor, “Pierres 
et statues,” No. 18; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 59 n. 19; Delia, 
“Khakaure Senwosret III, King & Man,” pp. 23, 29; Drioton, Art Egyptien, p. 47, fig. 36; El-Enany, 
“Le saint thébain Montouhotep-Nebhépetrê,” Doc. 7, pp. 171, 186; Engelbach, “The So-Called 
Hyksos Monuments,” pp. 21, 25; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 25-26; Fay, The Louvre 
Sphinx, pp. 33, 60 n. 298, 93; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” pp. 104, 
107; Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux de Sesostris III,” pp. 40-41; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 93-94, 317-318, No. 213; Hirsch, “Zur Kultpolitik der 
12. Dynastie,” p. 46; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” pp. 85-90; Laboury, “Le portrait 
royal sous Séostris III et Amenemhat III,” p. 57, fig. 1; Müller, “Die Königsplastik des Mittleren 
Reiches,” p. 43; Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari I, pp. 37, 57, pl. XIXc and f; 
Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari II, p. 20; Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at 
Deir el-Bahari III, pp. 10-12; Naville and Hall, “Excavations at Deir el-Bahari,” p. 7, pl. IV[8]; Polz, 
“Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 228 n. 4 and 5, 229 n. 14, 16, and 17, 234 n. 
35, 235 n. 48, 236 n. 57, 237 n. 63, 239 n. 74, 242 n. 78, 245 n. 103, 246 n. 109, Pl. 48b; PM II, p. 
384; Russmann, Eternal Egypt, pp. 101-104; Shorter, Everyday Life in Ancient Egypt, p. 191, pl. 
XXXVI; Strudwick, Masterpieces of Ancient Egypt, pp. 90-91; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 186; Weigall, 
Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 94; Wenzel, “Ein Sphinxkopf aus der 12. Dynastie,” p. 345, fig. 
1.10, fig. 4.5; Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, pp. 202-203, fig. 176; Wildung, Sesostris und 
Amenemhet, pp. 202 fig. 176, 202-203; Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, p. 325, fig. 256. 
 
No. 7 (pls. V-VI, LXII) 
 
* British Museum EA 6852399  
 
 Praying Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite  
Measurements: H = 135 cm; W = 60 cm; D = 52 cm 
Provenance: Deir el-Bahari, Temple of Mentuhotep II, Lower South Court 
Comments: Deir el-Bahari Series 
 
London BM EA 685 is one of a series of seven statues discovered at the Mortuary Temple of 
Mentuhotep II at Deir el-Bahari: BM EA 684, 685, 686, and 768, Cairo RT 18/4/22/4, and Deir el-
Bahari torsos 1 and 2, which are located on site.    
 
Description: 
This statue depicts the king in an attitude of prayer with a facial style that is likely reflective of 




                                                             
2399 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
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Each figure in this series originally had an inscribed belt buckle and backpillar. 
 




Back Pillar –  
1r [NTr-xprw nswt-bjtj (2pr-kAw-Ra)]… 
“Horus [Netjer-Kheperu, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khakaure] …” 
 
Bibliography: 
Baikie, A History of Egypt I, p. 377; Berman and Bohač, The Cleveland Museum of Art: Catalogue 
of Egyptian Art, p. 156; Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 26a; British Museum, 
A Guide to the Egyptian Collection (1909), p. 217, pl. XXV; British Museum, A Guide to the 
Egyptian Galleries (Sculpture), p. 47; British Museum, Hieroglyphic Texts IV, p. 6, pl. 8[no. 159]; 
Capart, L’Art Égyptien II, p. 26, No. 283; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 341, pls. 177, 
181-182, 197; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 19; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward 
Nemtyhotep,” p. 59 n. 19; Delia, “Khakaure Senwosret III, King & Man,” pp. 23, 29; El-Enany, “Le 
saint thébain Montouhotep-Nebhépetrê,” Doc. 7, 171, 186; Engelbach, “The So-Called Hyksos 
Monuments,” pp. 21, 25; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 25-26; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pp. 
33, 60 n. 298, 93; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” pp. 104, 107; Hall, 
The Ancient History of the Near East, pl. XI; Hammerton, Universal History I, fig. on p. 428; 
Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 93-94, 318, No. 214; Hirsch, 
“Zur Kultpolitik der 12. Dynastie,” p. 46; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” pp. 85-90; 
Mueller in R. Hyord and A. Kjolby (eds.), Being in Ancient Egypt, p. 51; Müller, “Die Königsplastik 
des Mittleren Reiches,” p. 43; Müller, “Self-perception and self-assertion in the portrait of 
Senwosret III,” p. 51; Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari I, pp. 37, 57, pl. XIXd and 
f; Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari II, p. 20, pl. II; Naville, The XIth Dynasty 
Temple at Deir el-Bahari III, pp. 10-12; Naville and Hall, “Excavations at Deir el-Bahari,” p. 7; Polz, 
“Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 228 n. 4, 229 n. 16 and 17, 234 n. 35, 235 n. 
48, 236 n. 57, 237 n. 63, 239 n. 74, 242 n. 78, 245 n. 103; PM II, 384; Strudwick, Masterpieces of 
Ancient Egypt, p. 90; Vandier, Maneul III, 186; Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, pp. 202-203, fig. 
176; Wildung, Sesostris und Amenemhet, pp. 202 fig. 176, 202-203; Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, p. 
325, fig. 256. 
 
No. 8 (pls. V-VI, LIV, LXII) 
 
* British Museum EA 6862400  
 
 Praying Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite, traces of red paint on nemes and face, left eye outlined in black paint 
Measurements: H = 122 cm; W = 58 cm; D = 50 cm 
                                                             
2400 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
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Provenance: Deir el-Bahari, Temple of Mentuhotep II, Lower South Court 
Comments: Deir el-Bahari Series 
 
London BM EA 686 is one of a series of seven statues discovered at the Mortuary Temple of 
Mentuhotep II at Deir el-Bahari: BM EA 684, 685, 686, and 768, Cairo RT 18/4/22/4, and Deir el-
Bahari torsos 1 and 2, which are located on site. 
 
Description: 
This statue depicts the king in an attitude of prayer with a facial style that is likely reflective of 
old age. For more on this image and how it fits into this series see above entry, Cat. No. 6. 
 
Inscriptions: 
Each figure in this series originally had an inscribed belt buckle and backpillar.   
 




Back Pillar –  
[1r] NTr-xprw [nswt]-bj[tj] … 
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu, King of Upper and Lower …” 
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, Middle Kingdom Art, pp. 26, 47-48, pl. 50 and 51; Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the 
Middle Kingdom,” p. 42 n. 66; British Museum, A Summary Guide to the Egyptian Antiquities, pp. 
5, 7, Pl. I; Baikie, A History of Egypt I, p. 377; Berman and Bohač, The Cleveland Museum of Art: 
Catalogue of Egyptian Art, p. 156; Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 26a; 
Breasted, Geschichte Ägyptens, fig. 97; British Museum, A Guide to the Egyptian Collection 
(1909), p. 217; British Museum, A Guide to the Egyptian Galleries (Sculpture), p. 47; British 
Museum, Hieroglyphic Texts IV, p. 6, pl. 8[no. 160]; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 
341, pls. 177, 181-182, 192, 196; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 20; Connor, “Portrait royal 
Portraits prives,” p. 12; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 59 n. 19; Delia, 
“Khakaure Senwosret III, King & Man,” pp. 23, 24, 29; El-Enany, “Le saint thébain Montouhotep-
Nebhépetrê,” Doc. 171, 186; Engelbach, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” pp. 21, 25; Farsen, 
Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 25-26; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” pp. 
104, 107, pl. XVa; Hamann, Agptische Kunst, Wesen und Geschichte, p. 170, fig. 172; Hirsch, 
Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 93-94, 318, No. 215; Hirsch, “Zur 
Kultpolitik der 12. Dynastie,” p. 46; James and Davies, Egyptian Sculpture, pp. 26-27, fig. 29; 
Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” 85-90, fig. 2a; Laboury, “Le portrait royal sous Séostris III 
et Amenemhat III,” p. 57, fig. 1; Lange, Sesostris, pp. 31, 49, pl. 33; Letellier, “Découverte d’une 
Tête Colossale de Sesostris III a Karnak,” p. 174 n. 18; Lundsgaard, Ægypten, p. 149, fig. 29 
(called Amenemhet III); Müller, Ägyptische Kunst, p. 27, fig. 75; Müller, “Die Königsplastik des 
Mittleren Reiches,” p. 43; Müller, “Self-perception and self-assertion in the portrait of 
Senwosret III,” pp. 51, 56, fig. 5; Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari I, pp. 37, 57, 
pl. XIXe and f; Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari II, p. 20; Naville, The XIth 
Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari III, pp. 10-12, 25, Frontispiece, pl. XXIa; Naville and Hall, 
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“Excavations at Deir el-Bahari,” p. 7; Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt Transformed, pp. 
276-277, Cat. 205; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 229 n. 11, 234 n. 
35, 235, 237 n. 63, 242 n. 78, 245 n. 103, Pl. 48a; PM II, p. 384; Ranke, The Art of Ancient Egypt, 
p. 16, fig. 97; Ross (ed), The Art of Egypt through the Ages, pp. 22, 128; Russman, Eternal Egypt, 
pp. 35, 101-104, Cat. no. 29; Strudwick, Masterpieces of Ancient Egypt, p. 90; Taggart, “A 
Quartzite Head of Sesostris III,” p. 14; Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 186, 190, pl. LXIII.2; Wildung, 
L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, pp. 202-203, fig. 176; Wildung, Sesostris und Amenemhet, pp. 201 fig. 
175, 199-200; Woldering, Gods, Men & Pharaohs, p. 210, Cat. 4, Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, pp. 
319 fig. 256, 323, 325; 33 n. 159, 60 n. 298, 93. 
 
No. 9 (pl. V) 
 
* British Museum EA 7682401  
 
 Fragment of a Praying Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite  
Measurements: H = 35 cm; L = 53 cm; W = 31.5 cm 
Provenance: Deir el-Bahari, Temple of Mentuhotep II, Lower South Court 
Comments: Deir el-Bahari Series 
 
London BM EA 768 is one of a series of seven statues discovered at the Mortuary Temple of 
Mentuhotep II at Deir el-Bahari: BM EA 684, 685, 686, and 768, Cairo RT 18/4/22/4, and Deir el-
Bahari torsos 1 and 2, which are located on site.   
 
Description: 
This fragment preserves the right foot and part of the base of a statue of Senwosret III in an 




Each figure in this series originally had an inscribed belt buckle and backpillar. However, this is 
the only case in which the lower part of the statue and inscription were preserved. All that 
remains is the last few glyphs. 
 
Back Pillar –  
… Dd was mj-Ra Dt 
“…stability, dominion, like Re forever.” 
 
Bibliography: 
British Museum, Hieroglyphic Texts IV, p. 6, pl. 8[no. 768]; El-Enany, “Le saint thébain 
Montouhotep-Nebhépetrê,” Doc. 171, p. 186; Hirsch, “Zur Kultpolitik der 12. Dynastie,” p. 46; 
Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari I, pp. 37, 57; Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple 
                                                             
2401 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
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at Deir el-Bahari II, p. 20; Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari III, pp. 10-12; Naville 
and Hall, “Excavations at Deir el-Bahari,” p. 7; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets 
III,” p. 237 n. 65; PM II, p. 384; Strudwick, Masterpieces of Ancient Egypt, p. 90; Wildung, L’Age 
d’or de l’Egypte, pp. 202-203. 
 
No. 10 (pls. II, V-VI, LXII) 
 
* Cairo RT 18/4/22/42402  
 
 Praying Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite, remains of paint 
Measurements: H = 150 cm; W = 58 cm; L = 54 cm2403 
Provenance: Deir el-Bahari, Temple of Mentuhotep II, South Court 
Comments: Deir el-Bahari Series 
 
This is one of a series of seven statues discovered at the Mortuary Temple of Mentuhotep II at 
Deir el-Bahari: BM EA 684, 685, 686, and 768, Cairo RT 18/4/22/4, and Deir el-Bahari torsos 1 
and 2, which are located on site.  H.R.H. Hall and H.E. Naville excavated this statue and the EEF 
donated it to the museum in 1906. 
 
Description: 
This statue depicts the king in an attitude of prayer with a facial style that is likely reflective of 
middle age, most similar to London BM EA 684 and 685. All three share the same beaded 
eyelids, central furrows between the brows, and the uniformly full straight mouth. Further, the 
amulet necklace has two beads, like that of BM EA 684.  
 
Inscriptions:  
Each figure in this series originally had an inscribed belt buckle and backpillar. 
 




Back Pillar –  
[1r] NTr-xprw nswt-bjtj [(2pr-kAw-Ra)] mry Imn-Ra nb nswt tAwj 
“[Horus] Netjer-Kheperu, King of Upper and Lower Egypt [Khakaure], beloved of Amun-Re, Lord 
of the Thrones of the Two Lands” 
 
Bibliography: 
Berman and Bohač, The Cleveland Museum of Art: Catalogue of Egyptian Art, p. 156; Boreux, 
L’Art Égyptien, p. 24; Cairo Museum, A Brief Description of the Principal Monuments, p. 135, No. 
                                                             
2402 Alternate numbers include: SR 3/9595 
2403 A. El-Shahawy and F. Atiya, The Egyptian Museum in Cairo: A Walk through the Alleys of Ancient Egypt 
(Cairo: Farid Atiya Press, 2005), p. 112. 
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6149; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 333, 341; pls. 177, 180-182, 197; Connor, 
“Pierres et statues,” No. 17; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 59 n. 19; 
Delia, “Khakaure Senwosret III, King & Man,” pp. 28, 29; Eggebrecht, Das Alte Ägypten, p. 71; El-
Enany, “Le saint thébain Montouhotep-Nebhépetrê,” Doc. 7, pp. 171, 186; Engelbach, “The So-
Called Hyksos Monuments,” pp. 21, 25; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 23-25; Fay, The Louvre 
Sphinx, pp. 33, 60 n. 298, 91; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 
93-94, 317, No. 212; Hirsch, “Zur Kultpolitik der 12. Dynastie,” p. 46; Hornemann, Types of 
Ancient Egyptian Statuary I, No. 167; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” pp. 85-90, fig. 2b; 
Lange, Sesostris, pp. 30, 48, pl. 32; Letellier, “Découverte d’une Tête Colossale de Sesostris III a 
Karnak,” p. 172 n. 17; Müller, “Die Königsplastik des Mittleren Reiches,” p. 43; Müller, “Self-
perception and self-assertion in the portrait of Senwosret III,” p. 51; Murray, Egyptian Sculpture, 
p. 82, pl. XVIII[2]; Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari I, pp. 37, 57, pl. XIXg; Naville, 
The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari II, p. 20; Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-
Bahari III, pp. 10-12, 25, pl. XXIb; Naville and Hall, “Excavations at Deir el-Bahari,” p. 7; Pijoan, 
Summa Artis, vol. III, p. 201 fig. 265; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 
228 n.4, 229 n. 14, 16, and 17, 234 n. 35 and 43, 235 n. 48, 236 n. 57, 237 n. 63, 239 n. 74, 242 n. 
78, 245 n. 103; PM II, p. 384; El-Shahawy and Atiya, The Egyptian Museum in Cairo, pp. 112-113, 
115, Cat. 70; Smith, Art and Architecture, p. 103, pl. 68b; Saleh and Sourouzian, Official 
Catalogue, Cat. 98; Schneider, Lexikon der Pharaonen, fig. 37; Sourouzian, “La statue 
d’Amenhotep fils de Hapou,” p. 352, pl. 52a; Strudwick, Masterpieces of Ancient Egypt, p. 90; 
Taggart, “A Quartzite Head of Sesostris III,” p. 14, fig. 8; Vandersleyen, Das Alte Agypten, p. 237, 
pl. 162; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 186, pl. LXIII.3; Wenzel, “Ein Sphinxkopf aus der 12. Dynastie,” p. 
345, fig. 1.12, fig. 2.6, fig. 3.13, fig. 4.6; Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, pp. 202-203, fig. 177; 
Wildung, Sesostris und Amenemhet, pp. 202, 203 fig. 177; Wildung and Grimm, Gotter 
Pharaonen, Cat. 21; Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, p. 325.  
	
No. 11 (pl. V) 
 
* Torso 1, In Situ  
 
 Praying Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 1.1 m; L = 0.59 m; W = 0.47 m2404 
Provenance: Deir el-Bahari, Temple of Mentuhotep II, Lower South Court 
Comments: Deir el-Bahari Series 
 
This is one of a series of seven statues discovered at the Mortuary Temple of Mentuhotep II at 
Deir el-Bahari: BM EA 684, 685, 686, and 768, Cairo RT 18/4/22/4, and Deir el-Bahari torsos 1 
and 2, which are located on site. This torso is located in the North Side Atrium presently. 
 
Description: 
This torso preserves the nemes lappets, left shoulder, and the king’s kilt down to the level of the 
knee. 
                                                             





Each figure in this series originally had an inscribed belt buckle and backpillar. The backpillar 
inscription of this statue was not visible in any of the published images. 
 











No. 12  
 
* Torso 2, In Situ  
 
 Praying Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 0.8 m; L = 0.54 m; W = 0.55 m2405 
Provenance: Deir el-Bahari, Temple of Mentuhotep II, Lower South Court 
Comments: Deir el-Bahari Series 
 
This is one of a series of seven statues discovered at the Mortuary Temple of Mentuhotep II at 
Deir el-Bahari: BM EA 684, 685, 686, and 768, Cairo RT 18/4/22/4, and Deir el-Bahari torsos 1 
and 2, which are located on site. This torso is located in the North Side Atrium presently. 
 
Description: 
This torso preserves the mid torso to the end of the kilt; as is the case in all of the other 
examples, the arms are broken. 
 
Inscriptions:  
Each figure in this series originally had an inscribed belt buckle and backpillar.2406 
 




                                                             
2405 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 319. 




Back Pillar –  
[1r] NTr-xprw nswt-[bjtj] … 
“[Horus] Netjer-Kheperu, King of Upper and Lower Egypt …” 
 
Bibliography: 






Elephantine –  
 
No. 13 (pls. XIII-XIV) 
 
Aswan Museum 1361+Bolougne E 33099  
 
 Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: Base H = 0.33 m2407; Head H = 60 cm2408 
Provenance: Elephantine, Sanctuary of Heqaib 
Comments: Brooklyn Group 
 
The Brooklyn Group includes: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, Brooklyn 
52.1, Cairo CG 422, Detroit 31.68, Elephantine No. 103, Luzern K 411, Jaquet-Gordon A 474, 
London UC14635, and Vienna AS 6. All of the examples of this style are roughly the same size (c. 
55 cm) and depict the king seated, wearing the shendjet kilt, bull’s tail, a bracelet on the right 
wrist, and Senwosret III’s signature amulet necklace. Each statue is dedicated to a different 
deity, who is associated with a particular sanctuary. The iconographic features of this group are 
very uniform, although there are some variants. 
 
Excavators originally uncovered Aswan 1361 in 1932 in the Sanctuary of Heqaib at 
Elephantine.2409 Ricke, Franke, and Hirsch have all proposed that the statue likely originated in 
the nearby temple dedicated to Satis, based on the preserved inscriptional evidence and the 
lack of 12th and 13th Dynasty statuary preserved at the site.2410 Hirsch has suggested further that 
either the royal statues found in the sanctuary of Heqaib were taken from the Satis temple and 
                                                             
2407 L. Habachi, Elephantine IV, The Sanctuary of Heqaib. AV 33 (Mainz: Von Zabern, 1985), p. 113 No. 102. 
2408 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 2. 
2409 Habachi, Elephantine IV, p. 113; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, pp. 88-89. 
2410 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 89; H. Ricke, Der Tempel Nektanebos II. in 
Elephantine und ihre Erweiterungen. Mit einer Bearbetiung der Inschriften aus der Kaiseryeit im 
Chnumtempel von Elephantine (Cairo: Schweizerisches Institut für Agyptische Bauforschung und 
Altertumskunde, 1960), p. 54, Anm. 17; Franke, Heqaib, p. 33. 
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Lower part of a seated statue of Senwosret III with an inscription preserved on front of throne. 
The king wears a shendjet kilt, a decorated belt, and bracelet on his right wrist.  
 
Inscriptions: 
Part of the original inscription is preserved on the front of the throne base of this statue. The 
inscription confirms the identity of the sitter as Senwosret III and links the statue with the 
goddess Satet. The text consists of two identical vertical columns framing the legs. 
 
Front of Throne –  
1r NTr-xprw nTr nfr (2a-kAw-Ra) mry 4att nbt Abw  
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu, the Good God Khakaure, beloved of Satet, Mistress of Elephantine” 
 
Bibliography: 
Delange, Les fouilles francaises d’Elephantine, p. 296, pl. 225-226, no. 633a-b; Connor, Images 
du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 334-336, 338, 339-340, pls. 178, 180, 197; Connor, “Pierres et 
statues,” No. 2; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 128; Habachi, Heqaib, p. 113, No. 
102, pl. 195f; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 88-89, 108, 
312, No. 201; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 234 n. 44, 237 n. 65, 245 
n. 100, 247 n. 113, 249 n. 122; Weill, “Un grand dépositoire,” p. 189.  
 
Medamoud –  
 
No. 14 (pls. IX-X, XV, LXII) 
 
Cairo JE 665692412 (now located in Beni Suef)  
 
 Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 1.65 m2413 
Provenance: Medamoud, Temple of Montu 
Comments: Medamoud Series, Royal Women Group 
 
The head of this statue is Medamoud Inv. No. 2099 and the body is Inv. No. 2100.2414 It is part of 
a large group of statues and statue fragments discovered at Medamoud dating to the reign of 
Senwosret III, including: Cairo CG 486 and JE 66569; Louvre E 12960, E 12961, and E 12962; and 
                                                             
2411 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 89. 
2412 Alternate numbers include: TR 18/6/26/2 and SR 3/9596 
2413 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 328 
2414 F. Bisson de la Roque, Rapport sur Les Fouilles de Medamoud (1926). FIFAO 4, part I (Cairo: IFAO, 
1927), pp. 103-105, pl. V; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 2-3. 
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a series of fragments stored onsite. The head of this statue comes from the 1926 season at 
Medamoud, from the rear of the temple. 2415 It was located two meters from the east enclosure 
wall and three meters to the north of the prolongment east of the northern wall of Court XV, 
0.60 m. below the Ptolemaic level, under a rock with the cartouche of Domnitian. Bisson de la 
Roque has suggested that the Copts likely reused the image; he also believed that it depicted 
the king in old age.2416 A conservator reconnected this statue’s head and body at the museum, 
and reconstructed part of the nemes, kilt, and arms.2417  
 
This statue is also part of a stylistic group that includes at least six examples;2418 all of which also 
appear in either the Medamoud Series or the Quartzite Group. They depict the king seated on a 
block throne with two small-scale representations of royal women flanking his legs. The thrones 
of these figures include two short inscriptions that contain elements of the king’s titulary 
located above each of the female figures, and an inscription that identifies each woman and her 
relationship to the king.2419 
 
Description: 
Seated statue of Senwosret III with two small-scale female figures flanking his legs - this is the 
oldest example of that style of throne.2420 This statue lies between Louvre E 12960 and E 12961 
on the age spectrum and likely depicted the king at an intermediary stage. The eyes are much 
more accentuated than those examples of the youthful sub-group; however, the face is still 
more oval-shaped, and the mouth is uniformly full and straight. 
 
Inscriptions:  
Inscriptions are preserved flanking the king’s legs and on his belt buckle. This includes an 
inscription associated with the female figures on the throne’s base. 
 




Left of Legs –  
(1) irjt-pat wrt Hts Hmt nswt …(2) 2nm-nfr-HDt nb(t) Aw[t jb] 
“Hereditary noblewoman, great of affection, king’s wife … Khnumet-nefer-hedjet, honored” 
 
Bibliography: 
Bisson de la Roque, Rapport sur Les Fouilles de Medamoud (1926), p. 103-105, pl. V; Cairo 
Museum, A Brief Description of the Principal Monuments, p. 118, No. 6049; Connor, Images du 
pouvoir en Égypte, p. 342, pls. 186-187, 197; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” pp. 13-14, No. 16; 
                                                             
2415 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, pp. 104-105. 
2416 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 105.  
2417 Lange, Sesostris, p. 49. 
2418 Cairo JE 66569, London BM EA 1069, EA 1145, and EA 1146, and Medamoud Fragment Inv. Nos. 265 
and 730 
2419 For more on these two women see: Perdu, “Khenemet-Nefer-Hedjet,” pp. 68-85, and Delia, A Study of 
the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 1-12. 
2420 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 97. 
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Cottevielle-Giraudet, Les Fouilles de Medamoud FIFAO 9, pp. 98-99, pl. XLVII; Delia, A Study of 
the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 2-3; Engelbach, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” p. 21; 
Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 18-19; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. 
Dynastie, pp. 97, 105, 108, 328, No. 231; Hornemann, Types of Ancient Egyptian Statuary V, No. 
1394; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” pp. 85-90, fig. 1c; Lange, Sesostris, pp. 31, 49, pl. 
34-35; Lange and Hirmer, Egypt: Architecture, Sculpture, Painting, p. 313, fig. 107; Perdu, 
“Khenemet-Nefer-Hedjet,” p. 75; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 230 
n. 20, 234 n. 35 and 43, 235, 237, 237 n. 63, 239 n. 74, 242 n. 79, 246 n. 109, 251 n. 129, Pl. 48d; 
PM V, p. 148; Poulsen, Ägyptische Kunst I, pp. 29, 79; Ross (ed), The Art of Egypt through the 
Ages, pp. 22, 130; Roth, Konigsmutter, p. 437; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 185; Wenzel, “Ein 
Sphinxkopf aus der 12. Dynastie,” pp. 345, 349, fig. 1.9, fig. 3.11, fig. 6.8; Wolf, Die Kunst 
Ägyptens, p. 323 fig. 261.  
 
No. 15 (pls. I-II, IX-X, LV, LXII) 
 
* Louvre E 129602421  
 
 Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 119.5 cm; L = 48 cm; W = 46 cm 
Provenance: Medamoud, Temple of Montu 
Comments: Medamoud Series  
 
This is part of a large group of statues and statue fragments discovered at Medamoud dating to 
the reign of Senwosret III, including: Cairo CG 486 and JE 66569; Louvre E 12960, E 12961, and E 
12962; and a series of fragments stored onsite at Medamoud. Bisson de la Roque uncovered E 
12960 (Medamoud Inv. No. 10572422) on his first campaign in 1925 along with the fragments of 
some 20 statues depicting Senwosret III, many of which made their way to the Louvre by means 
of the partage system.2423 This statue came from the Center-North section of the pavement of 
the North Court of the Ptolemaic temple; excavators found it lying on its right side with its head 
to the west and its knees against the north face of the south wall of the courtyard.2424  
 
Description: 
Seated statue of Senwosret III, broken off at the ankles. This is the most youthful of the statues 
found at the site of Medamoud and its features are characteristic of the Later Style, youthful 
sub-group. The figure has very well modeled biceps and torso, a smooth face, a straight and 
uniformly full mouth, high cheekbones, a full face, large almond-shaped eyes, and the right ear 
                                                             
2421 I would like to thank the staff of the Louvre for providing me with the opportunity to study and 
photograph this object. 
2422 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part I, p. 32. 
2423 Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, pp. 24-26. 
2424 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part I, p. 32; Desroches-Noblecourt and Vercoutter (eds.), Un siècle de 
fouilles français en Égypte, p. 171. 
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is larger than left. In general, its demeanor appears very pleasant. For a detailed overview of the 
Medamoud Series and the place of E 12960 within that group see Sections 4.2.5 and 6.2.4.  
 
Inscriptions:  
There are two sets of inscriptions, one on the belt buckle and another framing the king’s legs; 
the sides of the throne and back pillar are uninscribed. 
 




Right of Legs –  
1r NTr-xprw zA Ra ([Zj-n-]Wsrt) ... 
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu, Son of Re [Sen]wosret…” 
 
Left of Legs –  
1r NTr-xprw nswt-bjtj (2a-kAw-Ra) … 
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khakaure…” 
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, Middle Kingdom Art, p. 49, pl. 57; Andreu et al. L’Egypte ancienne au Louvre, pp. 92-94; 
Berman and Letellier, Pharaohs Treasures, pp. 42-43, Cat. 5; Bisson de la Roque, RdE 5 (1946), p. 
34; Bisson de la Roque, Rapport sur Les Fouilles de Medamoud (1925), part I, p. 32; Bisson de la 
Roque, Rapport sur Les Fouilles de Medamoud (1926), part I, p. 105, pl. IVa; Bisson de la Roque, 
Rapport sur Les Fouilles de Medamoud (1927), p. 105; Boreux, La sculpture égyptienne au Musée 
du Louvre, unnumbered page, pl. XXII; Boreux, “A propos d’un linteau représentant Sésostris III,” 
pp. 2, 12, fig. 4; Capart, L’Art Égyptien II, p. 26, No. 282; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, 
pp. 33, 347-348, pls. 177, 186, 194; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” pp. 13-14, No. 31; Connor, 
“Portrait royal Portraits prives,” p. 17; Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen 
Empire, pp. 9, 24-26; Desroches, L’art égyptien au Musée du Louvre, unnumbered page; 
Desroches-Noblecourt, Les sculpteurs célèbres, pl. between pp. 42 and 43; Desroches-
Noblecourt and Vercoutter (eds.), Un siècle de fouilles français en Égypte, pp. 171-173, Cat. 213; 
Driotion and Bourguet, Les pharaons, p. 183, fig. 42; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 8, 16-17; 
Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, p. 60 n. 302, pl. 81a-d; Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux de Sesostris III,” p. 
37; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 108, 327, No. 229; 
Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” pp. 85-90, 92 n. 8, fig. 1a; Lange, Sesostris, p. 48, pl. 25; 
Levallois, Les Merveilles du Louvre, p. 50; Morfoisse and Andreu-Lanoë (eds.), Sésostris III 
Pharaon de Légende, p. 37, fig. 5, 65 fig. 10, pp. 128-129, 274; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III 
und Amenemhets III,” pp. 230 n. 19, 234 n. 35, 235 n. 46, 237 n. 63, 239 n. 74; PM V, p. 147; 
Vandersleyen, Das Alte Agypten, p. 37; Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 185, 188, LXII.4; Wenzel, “Ein 
Sphinxkopf aus der 12. Dynastie,” pp. 345, 346, 348, fig. 1.8, fig. 2.4, fig. 3.10, fig. 4.4, fig. 6.7; 
Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 95, 98, 181, Cat. 32; Ziegler, The Louvre, p. 36. 
 




* Louvre, E 129612425  
 
 Upper Part of Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Gabbro 
Measurements:  H = 79 cm; W = 48 cm; D = 33 cm  
Provenance: Medamoud, Temple of Montu 
Comments: Medamoud Series  
 
This is part of a large group of statues and statue fragments discovered at Medamoud dating to 
the reign of Senwosret III, including: Cairo CG 486 and JE 66569; Louvre E 12960, E 12961, and E 
12962; and a series of fragments stored onsite at Medamoud. Louvre E.12961 (Medamoud Inv. 
No. 6062426) comes from the 1927 season at Medamoud; archaeologists discovered it in a Coptic 
construction on the same level as the Ptolemaic pavement of the temple.2427 Bisson de la Roque 
originally compared Louvre E 12961 to New York MMA 17.9.2 and Cairo CG 42013.2428 He 
suggested that it depicted the king as old man, with formidable, energetic, haughty, disdainful, 
sensual, tired, and sad features – only surpassed in quality by the New York MMA 17.9.2.2429 
Delange also highlighted a perceived realism in the features, which she associated with Vienna 
5813, New York MMA 17.9.2, and the bust from Gotha; however, she linked the head primarily 
to Cairo CG 486 and JE 32639. 2430 
 
Description: 
Seated statue of Senwosret III, broken off at the ankles. This is the most extreme of the statues 
found at Medamoud and its features are characteristic of the Later Style, older sub-group. The 
figure has a highly articulated face with deep bags under the eyes and a series of diagonal 
furrow, which pull down the facial features. The eyes are large and rounded and deeply 
embedded in the orbitals and the musculature of the mouth is highly emphasized. The mouth is 
representative of the Later Style, older sub-group. In addition, the lower jaw of the figure is 
accentuated, giving the face a totally different shape than its younger counterparts. The bodies 
of all the statues in the series portray the same, youthful/idealized body type. For a detailed 




Belt buckle inscribed with throne name. 
 
                                                             
2425 I would like to thank the staff of the Louvre for providing me with the opportunity to study and 
photograph this object. 
2426 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part I, p. 32-34. 
2427 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part I, p. 34; Desroches-Noblecourt and Vercoutter, Un siècle de fouilles 
français, pp. 178-179; C. Zeigler, “Medamoud,” in Un siècle de fouilles français en Égypte, 1880-1980 
(Paris: Musee du Louvre, 1981), p. 178. 
2428 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part I, p. 33. 
2429 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part I, p. 34. 
2430 Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, pp. 27-28. 
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Andreu et al. L’Egypte ancienne au Louvre, pp. 92-93, 95; Benedite, “Encore Sésostris III,” p. 4; 
Berman and Letellier, Pharaohs Treasures, p. 43; Bisson de la Roque, RdE 5 (1946), p. 34; Bisson 
de la Roque, Rapport sur Les Fouilles de Medamoud (1925), part I, pp. 32-34; Bisson de la Roque, 
Rapport sur Les Fouilles de Medamoud (1926), part I, pl. 105, pl. V; Boreux, “Les nouvelles salles 
égyptiennes,” p. 76; Boreux, La sculpture égyptienne au Musée du Louvre, pl. XXIII; Boreux, “A 
propos d’un linteau représentant Sésostris III,” pp. 2, 12, fig. 8; Connor, Images du pouvoir en 
Égypte, pp. 342, 354, pls. 177, 186-187, 197-199; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” pp. 13-14, No. 32; 
Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, pp. 27-28; Driotion and 
Bourguet, Les pharaons, p. 183, fig. 42; Desroches-Noblecourt, Les sculpteurs célèbres, pl. btw 
pp. 42 and 43; Desroches-Noblecourt and Vercoutter (eds.), Un siècle de fouilles français en 
Égypte, pp. 178-179, Cat. 215; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 8, 17-18; de Gironcourt, “Un 
grand pharaon arrive au Louvre,” p. 478; Herzer et al. Ägyptische und modern Skulptur, pp. 106, 
110, 112, Cat. 43; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 108, 
329, No. 235; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” pp. 85-90, fig. 1b; Michalowski, L’art de 
l’ancienne Égypte, pp. 378, 449, Cat. 315; Morfoisse and Andreu-Lanoë (eds.) Sésostris III 
Pharaon de Légende, pp. 37 fig. 6, 128-129, 274; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” pp. 229 n. 12, 230 n. 18, 234 n. 35, 235 n. 46, 237 n. 64, 239 n. 74, 242 n. 80; 
PM V, p. 147; Vandersleyen, Das Alte Agypten, p. 37; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 185, pl. LXII.2; 
Wenzel, “Ein Sphinxkopf aus der 12. Dynastie,” p. 348, fig. 6.9; Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 
95, 99, 181, Cat. 33. 
 




 Misc. Inscribed Fragments from Medamoud 
 
I have included this group of miscellaneous fragments from the French excavations at 
Medamoud in order to help illustrate Senwosret III’s investment in the site. They also help to 
confirm that many of the uninscribed remains from Medamoud likely date to his reign. I have 
chosen to give these fragments a group number, as it is not clear how many different statues 
they may represent or which of the full group of roughly 20 statues they may join. Both Polz and 
Connor generally include these fragments, and both have discussed certain key examples.  
 
Description of Inv. No. 51: 
This inventory number was used for two objects, a headless torso of Senwosret III, which was 
found in the East-South section under the Ptolemaic level and a headless bust found under a 
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Coptic wall to the east of Chamber XVIII, in the East-North section.2431 Both objects preserve the 
king’s name on their belt buckles.2432 Images not published. 
Headless Torso: Granodiorite; H = 0.57 m; L = 0.5 m; W = 0.31 m2433 
Headless Bust: Granodiorite; H = 0.53 m2434 
Additional Bibliography: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 
108, 331, No. 241; PM V, 148. 
 
Description of Inv. No. 63: 
Fragment from a seated statue of Senwosret III; headless, with damage to left shoulder and 
knees. Found face down, below the Ptolemaic level in the est-axe section.2435 An inscription on 
the belt preserves the cartouche of Senwosret III. Image not published. 
Granite; H = 1m; L = 0.45 m; W = 0.8 m2436 
Additional Bibliography: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 
108, 330-331, No. 240; PM V, 143. 
 
Description of Inv. No. 64: 
Fragment from a seated statue of Senwosret III that preserves the left hand flat on the lap and 
the right hand clinched in a fist.  Found along with part of a lintel of Senwosret III sealed inside 
of a Coptic wall.2437 An inscription on the belt preserves the cartouche of Senwosret III. There 
are also inscriptional remains flanking the legs of the statue.  
Left Inscription – 1r NTr-xprw zA Ra (Zi-n-Wsrt)…; “Horus Nether-Kheperu, Son of Re, 
Senwosret…” 
Granodiorite; H = 1.1 m; L = 0.53 m; W = 0.7 m2438 
Additional Bibliography: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 
108, 327-328, No. 230. 
 
Description of Inv. No. 601: 
Fragment preserving the left side of the throne of a seated statue of Senwosret III. Found in a 




Description of Inv. No. 602: 
Statue base of Senwosret III. Bisson de la Roque chose not to give an individual description of 
this object because it was not fully clear what it, and the others contained in the same group, 
came from.2440 
                                                             
2431 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part I, p. 35. 
2432 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 35. 
2433 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 35. 
2434 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 35. 
2435 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 39, fig. 18. 
2436 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 39, fig. 18. 
2437 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part I, p. 36. 
2438 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 327. 
2439 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 37. 
2440 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part I, p. 30. 
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Inscription – 1r NTr-xprw … ; “Horus, Netjer-Kheperu …” 
Granodiorite 
Additional Bibliography: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 
108, 330, No. 237; PM V, p. 148. 
 
Description of Inv. Nos. 607+609+616: 
These three groups consist of a total of c. 56 fragments that fit together to form the lower part 
of a seated statue of Senwosret III. Inv. No. 607 comes from the East-North section, on top of 
the Ptolemaic pavement.2441 Inv. No. 609 preserves the belt and navel of this statue and was 
found in the same spot. Inv. No. 616 represents 56 additional fragments from the same location. 
Inscriptions preserved on the sides of the throne and front of the base give the king’s name and 
titles. 
Right Side of Throne – 1r NTr-xprw zA Ra (Zi-n-Wsrt) mry MnTw nb MAdw di anx 
“Horus, Netjer-Kheperu, Son of Ra, Senwosret, beloved on Montu Lord of Medamoud, given 
life” 
Left Side of Throne – 1r NTr-xprw nswt-bjtj (2a-kAw-Ra) mry MnTw nb MAdw di anx 
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khakaure, beloved of Montu, Lord of 
Medamoud, given life” 
Base – anx nTr nfr nb tAwj (2a-kAw-Ra) mry MnTw nb WAst dj anx dt 
“The Living One, the Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, Khakaure, beloved of Montu Lord of 
Thebes, given life forever” 
Granodiorite; H = 0.75 m; L = 0.53 m; W = 0.96 m2442 
Additional Bibliography: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 
108, 328-329, No. 232; PM V, 148. 
 
Description of Inv. No. 1702: 
Fragment from the throne of a seated statue that preserves part of the Horus name of 
Senwosret III. Found above the pavement to the west of the façade of the South Kiosk.2443 
Inscription – 1r NTr-xpr[w] …; “Horus, Netjer-Kheperu …” 
Granodiorite; H = 14 cm; L = 45 cm; W = 80 cm 
Additional Bibliography: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 
108, 330, No. 236; PM V, 143. 
 
Description of Inv. No. 1712: 
Fragment from the throne of a seated statue that preserves part of the Horus name of 
Senwosret III. Found in east part of the gallery south of the Great Court.2444 
Inscription – … ([2a]-kAw-[Ra]) … ; “[Kha]kau[re]” 
Granodiorite; H = 11 cm; L = 55 cm: W = 6.5 cm2445 
Additional Bibliography: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 
108, 330, No. 238; PM V, 143. 
                                                             
2441 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part I, p. 38. 
2442 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part I, p. 38. 
2443 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 66. 
2444 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 66. 




Description of Inv. No. 1836: 
Upper part of a seated statue of Senwosret III. Found in the Great Court on the level of the 
pavement.2446 An inscription of the belt buckle preserves the king’s prenomen. 
Belt Buckle – (2a-kAw-Ra); “Khahaure” 
Granodiorite; H = 62 cm; L = 54 cm; W = 32 cm2447 
Additional Bibliography: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 
108, 330, No. 239 PM V, 143. 
 
Description of Inv. No. 1929: 
Lower part of a seated statue, broken at the waist. Found in the same place as Inv. 2021, where 
they were likely placed to adorn the doorway of the portico.2448 Bisson de la Roque has 
suggested the Copts destroyed them. Part of the inscription flanking the right leg is preserved. 
Inscription – … nswt-bjtj (2a-kAw-Ra); “…King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khakaure” 
Granodiorite; H = 1 m; L = 0.55 m; W = 0.7 m2449 
Additional Bibliography: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 
108, 329, No. 234. 
 
Description of Inv. No. 2021: 
Fragment preserving the lower part of a seated statue including the throne, feet, and legs. 
Found on the façade of the portico of the Grand Court. Inscription refers to “Montu, Lord of 
Thebes.”2450 Image not published. 
Granodiorite; H = 90 cm2451 
 
Description of Inv. No. 2040: 
Fragment from a seated statue that preserves limited inscription. Found in north part of Great 
Court.2452 Image not published. 
Granodiorite; H = 15 cm2453 
 
Description of Inv. No. 2041: 
Fragment from a seated statue that preserves the end of a column of text. Found in the north 
part of the Great Court.2454 Image not published. 
Granodiorite, H = 18 cm2455 
 
Description of Inv. No. 2096: 
                                                             
2446 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 66. 
2447 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 66. 
2448 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 65. 
2449 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 65. 
2450 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 64, fig. 35. 
2451 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 64, fig. 35. 
2452 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 67. 
2453 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 67. 
2454 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 67. 
2455 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 67. 
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Lower part of a seated statue, broken at the belt, feet missing. Found in the North-East part of 
the Rear Temple, just under the Ptolemaic level.2456 The complete inscription is preserved on 
both sides of the throne, which includes the titulary and refers to “Montu, Lord of Medamoud.” 
The name of the god has been hacked out. 
Right Side of Throne – 1r NTr-xprw nswt-bjtj (2a-kAw-Ra) mry [MnTw nb MAdw] di anx 
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khakaure, beloved of Montu Lord of 
Medamoud, given life” 
Left Side of Throne – 1r NTr-xprw zA Ra (Zi-n-Wsrt) mry MnTw nb MAdw di anx 
“Horus Netjer-Keperu, Son of Re, Senwosret, beloved of Montu Lord of Medamoud, given life” 
Granodiorite; H = 0.8 m; L = 0.55 m; W = 0.69 m2457 
Additional Bibliography: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 
108, 329, No. 233; PM V, p. 148. 
	




Additional Bibliography: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 
108, 331-332, No. 244; PM V, p. 148. 
	
Description of Inv. No. 2206+2207: 
Inv. No. 2207 preserves the lower part of seated statue, found in south section at the bottom of 
the temple.2460 Found near Inv. No. 2206, the front of a base of a statue of Senwosret III that 
preserves two feet. Image not published. 
No. 2206 = Granodiorite; H = 0.29 m2461 
No. 2207 = Granodiorite; H = 0.8 m; L = 0.5 m; W = 0.6 m2462 
Additional Bibliography: Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 
108, 332, No. 245; PM, p. 148 
 
Description of Inv. No. 2212: 
Fragment that preserves the belt and naval of a statue of Senwosret III. Found with a head of 
Senwosret III, Inv. 2099, but the two are not from the same statue.2463 These two fragments 
were found in associated with other debris including two columns of text, Inv. Nos. 2104 and 
2105, which indicate this group represents two different statues. Image not published. 
Granodiorite; H = 0.18 m2464 
 
Semna –  
                                                             
2456 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 105. 
2457 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 105. 
2458 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 106. 
2459 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 106. 
2460 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 105-106.	
2461 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 105-106. 
2462 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 105-106. 
2463 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 106. 




No. 18 (pl. XI) 
 
Khartoum, Sudan National Museum, No. 447  
 
 Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Sandstone 
Measurements: H = c. 123 cm; W = 45 cm; D = c. 76 cm2465 
Provenance: Semna West, Temple of Dedwen 
Comments: Semna Series 
 
This statue is one of three from the Temple of Dedwen at Semna: Khartoum 447, 448, and MFA 
24.1764. Polz includes Khartoum 447 as does Connor, who leaves the image unclassified. Connor 
questions the attribution of the piece to Senwosret III, as the head is missing, which leaves open 
the possibility that it could date to Thutmose III.2466 However, he has also likened the legs and 
knees of the statue to Khartoum 452 from Uronarti, which he has stated are a clear match to the 
late Middle Kingdom. Davies has suggested that both SNM 452 and 447 may have been the two 
statues referenced in the Semna/Uronarti Year 16 inscription, and that both would have played 
a significant role in the deification and pothsumous worship of Senwosret III.2467 
 
Description: 
Headless seated statue of Senwosret III wearing the long Sed-Festival garment and an eight-
strand beaded collar; his arms are crossed over his chest, and he is holding the crook and flail. 




The throne preserves two parallel inscriptions that run down the outside of the king’s legs and 
continue onto the base; they are identical in content. The sema-tawy was likely represented on 
the sides of the throne, but no evidence of such remains.2468 The inscription confirms that 
Senwosret III dedicated this statue to Dedwen and that he had it erected in a chapel within the 
Semna fortress. 
 
Throne Inscriptions –  
nTr nfr nb tAwj (2a-kAw-Ra) mry 9dwn xntj tA-stj m 4xm (2a-kAw-Ra) dj anx Dt 
“The Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, Khakaure, beloved of Dedwen, foremost of Nubia, in 
Sekhem-Khakaure, given life forever.” 
 
                                                             
2465 W.V. Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III in the Sudan National Museum,” in N. Favry, C. Ragazzoli, C. 
Somaglino, and P. Tallet (eds.), Du Sinaï au Soudan: Itinéraires d’une Égyptologue (Paris: Éditions de 
Boccard, 2017), pp. 75-85, p. 77.  
2466 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 3 n. 3. 
2467 Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III,” p. 83.  




Addison, A Short Guide, p. 31; Budge, The Egyptian Sudan vol. 1, pp. 60-61; Connor, Images du 
pouvoir en Égypte, p. 352; Cailliaud, Voyage a Meroe, vol. I, p. 340; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” 
p.3 n.3, No. 12; Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III,” pp. 77-78, figs. 6-12; Delia, A Study of the 
Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 91-92; Hinkel, The Archaeological Map, p. 24, 00447; Hirsch, 
Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 107, 337, No. 265; Hornung and 
Staehelin, Neue Studien zum Sedfest, pp. 20, 80-81; Lepsius, Denkmäler, Text V, p. 199; Müller, 
“Die Königsplastik des Mittleren Reiches,” p. 44; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” pp. 237 n. 65, 244 n. 96; PM VII, 147; Seidlmayer, “Zu Fundort und 
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	No. 19 (pl. XI) 
 
Khartoum Museum, No. 448  
 
 Lower Part of Kneeling Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granite 
Measurements: H = c. 38 cm; W = c. 30 cm; D = c. 45 cm; Pedestal = 16 cm2469  
Provenance: Semna West, Temple of Dedwen 
Comments: Semna Series 
 
This statue is one of three from the Temple of Dedwen at Semna: Khartoum 447, 448, and MFA 
24.1764. According to Porter and Moss, this statue was originally located behind the Taharka 
temple.2470 Polz does not include Khartoum 448 and it is unclassified in Connor’s catalogues. 
	
Description: 
Badly damaged lower half of a kneeling statue of Senwosret III. The king kneels on a pedestal 
with a rectuanguar backpillar and there is a circular socket between his knees measuring 9 cm. 
in diameter and 15 cm. tall. This socket is part of the original figure and was likley designed to 
show the king supporting a wooden post or pole.2471 This is a new statue type, which Davies has 
related to the 18th Dynasty reliefs at the temple that depict small figures of a king holding the 
corner poles of a portable kiosk containing the god’s shrine.2472 
 
Inscriptions: 
There is an inscription on the front of the pedestal in a large cartouche and all three sides of the 
back pillar were inscribed.  
  
Pedestal –  
                                                             
2469 Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III,” p. 78. 
2470 PM VII, 150. 
2471 Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III,” p. 78. 
2472 Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III,” p. 81. 
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nTr nfr nb tAwy (2a-kaw-Ra) … 
“The Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, Khahaure…” 
 
Backpillar, Rear Face –  
… 2a-kaw-Ra di anx … mry dj.f anx Dd wAs nb 
“Khakaure, given life…beloved of…given all life, stability, and power” 
 
Backpillar, Right Face –  
…mry…Abw dj anx dT 
“…beloved of…Elephantine, given life forever” 
 
Backpillar, Left Face –  
…mry…dj anx Dt 
“…beloved of…given life forever” 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 352; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 3 n. 3, No. 49; 
Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III,” pp. 78-79, figs. 13-18; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret 
III, pp. 91-92; PM VII, p. 150; Hill, “Appendix I,” p. 244; Hinkel, The Archaeological Map, p. 24, 
000448; Hirsch, p. 337, No. 264; Müller, “Die Königsplastik des Mittleren Reiches,” p. 44;.  
 
Serabit el-Khadim –  
 
No. 20 (pl. XII) 
 
* British Museum EA 6922473  
 
 Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Sandstone 
Measurements: H = 52 cm; W = 26 cm; D = 33 cm 
Provenance: Serabit el-Khadim, Temple of Hathor 
Comments: Serabit el-Khadim Series 
 
Found with Boston MFA 05.195a-c.  
 
Description: 
London BM EA 692 is very badly worn and difficult to distinguish but is appears to be a fragment 




                                                             
2473 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
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This statue preserves two sets of inscriptions, one royal and one private. The royal inscription 
refers to Senwosret III and Hathor, Lady of Turquoise. The private inscription consists of five 
horizontal lines of text each containing the name and title of an individual. While the names are 
well established, there is no consensus on the translation of the titles.2474 Hirsch associated the 
officials with the cult of Amenemhet I, leading her to suggest that it was made for the local 
shrine of Amenemhet I.2475 The original, royal, inscription appears on the kilt, above the right 
knee.  
 
Royal/Kilt Inscription –  
(1) nTr nfr nb tAwj (2a-kAw-Ra) (2) zA ra (Zj-n-Wsrt) anx Dt (3) mry 1wt-1r nbt mfkAt (4) rDj.s n.f 
anx Dd wAs mj ra Dt  
“The Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, Khakaure, Son of Re, Senwosret, given life, beloved of 
Hathor, Mistress of Turquoise, that she may give to him life, stability, and power like Re 
forever.” 
 
Private Inscription –  
(1) …[jmj-rA] aXnwtj n 2pr-[kAw-]Ra Mrrw nb jmAxw (2) [wdp]w anxw nb imAxw (3) wdpw Zi-n-
wsrt nb imAxw (4) sS (n) iHw 3ty nb imAxw … (5) aAm Rwtj nb imAxw  
“Overseer of the audience chamber of Kheperkaura, Mereru; Serving man, Ankhu; Serving man, 
Senwosret; Scribe of the cattle, Khety; The Asiatic, Rua.” 
 
Bibliography: 
British Museum, A Guide to the Egyptian Collection (1909), p. 217; British Museum, A Guide to 
the Egyptian Galleries (Sculpture), p. 47; British Museum, Hieroglyphic Texts IV, 7, pl. 11[no. 
162]; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 111-112; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 108, 337-338, No. 266; PM VII, p. 353; Valbelle and 
Bonnet, Le sanctuaire d’Hathor, p. 129. 
 
Tell el-Muqdam (Leontopolis) –  
 
No. 21 (pls. XV-XVI) 
 
* British Museum EA 11452476  
 
 Lower Half of an Over-Life-Size Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite 
Measurements: H = 140 cm; W = 56 cm 
Provenance: Tell el-Muqdam, North Side, End of Mound 
Comments: Quartzite Group, Royal Women Group 
 
                                                             
2474 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 112. For other interpretations see: PM VII, p. 353.  
2475 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 108. 
2476 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
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E. Naville discovered London BM EA 1145 and 1146 amongst the 12th dynasty remains of the 
temple located at Tell el-Muqdam, and originally dated them to the Hyksos ruler Salatis, before 
realizing the latter had merely usurped the statues.2477 After their initial discovery, Naville sent 
the bases to Cairo, then, in 1888 the EEF donated them to the British Museum. According to 
Naville, the statues were constructed for the local temple; the inscriptions refer to the king as a 
worshipper of Osiris, whose local form was that of a lion.2478 Polz includes BM EA 1145 and 1146 
and Connor places them in his Marked Visage Group, Quartzite Colossi sub-group (Diss.), and 
unclassified (CRIEPL 2016).  
 
This statue is part of two stylistic groups.  The Royal Women Group includes at least six 
examples;2479 all of which also appear in either the Medamoud Series or the Quartzite Group. 
They depict the king seated on a block throne with two small-scale representations of royal 
women flanking his legs. The thrones of these figures include two short inscriptions containing 
elements of the king’s titulary located above each of the female figures, and an inscription that 
identifies each of these women and their relationship to the king.2480 The Quartzite Group 




Lower half of an over-life-size seated statue of Senwosret III broken off just above the waist. The 
king sits on a block throne with a low back that depicts the sema-tawy scene, the bull’s tail, and 
the nine bows. In addition, this is one of a series of special thrones that portray two small-scale 
royal women flanking the king’s legs. In this case only one of the figures is preserved; she 
measures roughly 38 cm. tall and 10 cm. wide. More information on this statue and throne type 
appears in Section 4.2.5. 
 
Inscriptions: 
The belt buckle and throne of this statue are inscribed. The text on the king’s belt buckle refers 
to Osiris; however, the location after the name of Osiris is obscured. Delia has suggested that it 
may have read IAt Wsjr, a location near Heracleopolis. This translation, combined with the 
presence of the god Herishef in the throne base inscription, led Delia to propose that the statue 
may originally have stood near Heracleopolis.2482 
 
Located above each of the female figures there is an inscription that contain elements of the 
king’s titulary; only the lower part of the right inscription remains. The top of the throne base is 
inscribed with two vertical and one horizontal line of text: one in front of the right figure, one in 
                                                             
2477 E. Naville, Ahnas el Medineh (London: EEF, 1894), pp. 11, 28-30. 
2478 Naville, Ahnas el Medineh, p. 29. 
2479 Cairo JE 66569, London BM EA 1069, EA 1145, and EA 1146, and Medamoud Fragment Inv. Nos. 265 
and 730 
2480 For more on these two women see: Perdu, “Khenemet-Nefer-Hedjet,” pp. 68-85, and Delia, A Study of 
the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 1-12. 
2481 Abydos QS1 and QS2, the Alexandria Sphinx, British Museum EA 1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, EA 1849, EA 
20818, and EA 20819, Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, 
Louvre E 25370, and New York MMA 26.7.1394 
2482 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 150.  
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front of the left, and one in the center in front of the king’s feet. The inscriptions indicate that 
the woman to the left was the king’s mother, Khenmet-nefer-hedjet, and the woman to his right 
was his wife of the same name.2483 The sides of the throne preserve the sema-tawy motif and its 
accompanying texts. 
 
Belt Buckle –  
[nTr nfr] nb tAwj (Zj-n-Wsrt) mry Wsjr … 
“The Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, Senwosret, beloved of Osiris …” 
 




Throne Base, in front of Right Figure – (badly damaged and worn down) 
jrjt-pat zAt gb Hmt-nsw 3nmt-nfr-HDt anx.tj Dt 
“Princess, Daughter of Geb, King’s Wife, Khenmet-nefer-hedjet, may you live forever”  
 
Throne Base, in front of King –  
Hr-nbw nswt-bjtj (2a-KAw-Ra) mry 1rsf 
“Golden Horus, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khakaure, beloved of Herishef” 
 
Throne Base, in front of Left Figure –  
jrjt-pat zAt Gb Hmt-nsw mwt 3nmt-nfr-HDt… (the rest of the inscription is worn away) 
“Princess, Daughter of Geb, King’s Wife and Mother, Khenmet-nefer-hedjet…” 
 
Right Side of Throne – (four lines flanking a central cartouche) 
Front: (1) Dd-mdw jn SmAw (2) Dd-mdw dj.n(.j) n.k xt nb(t) 
“Words spoken by the South. Words spoken: It is to you that I have given all things.” 
Center: nTr nfr (2a-kAw-Ra) 
“The Good God, Khakaure” 
Rear: (1) Dd-mdw jn tA-(mHw) (2) [Dd]-mdw dj.n(.j) n.k xt nb(t) 
“Words spoken by the North. Words spoken: It is to you that I have given all things.” 
 
Left Side of Throne –  
Front: (1) [Dd-mdw j]n SmAw (2) [Dd-mdw] dj.n(.j) n.k ht nb(t) 
“Words spoken by the South. Words spoken: It is to you that I have given all things.” 
Center: nTr-nfr (2a[-kAw]-Ra) 
“The Good God, Khakaure” 
Rear: (1) [Dd]-mdw jn tA-mHw (2) Dd-mdw dj.n(.j) n.k ht nbt 
“Words spoken by the North. Words spoken: It is to you that I have given all things.” 
(This last line is the only one in this series where the ‘t’ ending for nbt is actually written out.) 
 
Bibliography: 
                                                             
2483 For more on these two women see: Perdu, “Khenemet-Nefer-Hedjet,” pp. 68-85 and Delia, A Study of 
the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 1-12. 
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XIIc; Perdu, “Khenemet-Nefer-Hedjet,” pp. 73-74; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” pp. 237 n. 65, 249 n. 123; PM IV, p. 37; Roth, Die Königsmütter, pp. 233-234, 
436, 505-506, fig. 106; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 192. 
 
No. 22 (pls. XV-XVI) 
 
* British Museum EA 11462484  
 
 Lower Half of Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite 
Measurements: H = 113 cm; W = 65 cm; D = 105 cm 
Provenance: Tell el-Muqdam, North Side, End of Mound 
Comments: Quartzite Group, Royal Women Group  
 
Naville discovered London BM EA 1146 with BM EA 1145 and an account of their journey to the 




Lower half of an over-life-size seated statue of Senwosret III broken off at the belt. This statue is 
slightly smaller than its counterpart, BM EA 1145 and was reused by Osorkon II.2485 The form and 
general style of these two statue is the same, but this figure is much more damaged. In the case 
of BM EA 1146 only one female figure is preserved; she measures 39 x 10 cm. 
 
Inscriptions: 
The inscriptions are similar to EA 1145; however, little of the right side of the statue is 
preserved. The scribes of Osorkon II either inscribed his name right over that of Senwosret III or 
left the original name intact, so the identification of the original owner is secure.2486 The line 
that mentions the king’s mother was also left intact. An inscription of Osorkon II appears on the 
back of the statue and wraps around the statue base.2487 
 
Front of Throne, above Left Figure – 
(2a-kaw-Ra) 
“Khakaure” 
                                                             
2484 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
2485 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 150. 
2486 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 150.  




Throne Base, in front of Left Figure –  
jrjt-pat Hnwt tawy tm … Hmt nsw mwt mrt.f Knmt-nfr-HDt … 
“Princess, Mistress of the Two Lands … King’s Wife and Mother, whom he loves, Khnumet-nefer-
hedjet…”  
 
Right Side of Throne –  
Front: (1)[Dd]-mdw [j]n SmAw dj anx Dd wAs nb (2) … x(t) nbt x … r 
“Words spoken by the South: given all life, stability, and power…all things… 
Center: nswt-bjtj (cartouche re-carved for Osorkon II) 
“King of Upper and Lower Egypt…” 
Rear: (1) Dd-mdw jn n tA-mHw dj anx Dd wAs nb (2) Dd-mdw dj.n(.j) n.k ht nbt x … r 
“Words spoken by the North: given all life, stability, and power. Words spoken: it is to you I have 
given all things…” 
 
Left Side of Throne –  
Front: (1) Dd-mdw jn SmAw dj anx Dd wAs nb (2) Dd-mdw dj.n(.j) n.k xt nb(t) xrj (3) Dd-mdw 
dj.n(.j) n.k xt nb(t) nfrt jmjt  
“Words spoken by the south: all life, stability, and power. Words spoken: it is to you that I have 
given everything therein. Words spoken: it is to you that I have given every good thing therein.” 
Center: [nswt-bj]tj (cartouche re-carved for Osorkon II) 
“King of Upper and Lower Egypt…” 
Rear: Badly damaged, little preserved, all that remains is Dd wAs nb 
 
Bibliography: 
British Museum, A Guide to the Egyptian Collection (1909), p. 217; British Museum, A Guide to 
the Egyptian Galleries (Sculpture), pp. 47-48; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 332, 342, 
pl. 184; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 59; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 2, 4-
5, 150; Naville, Ahnas el Medineh, pp. 29-30, pl. IVc1-6; Perdu, “Khenemet-Nefer-Hedjet,” p. 74; 
Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 237 n. 65; PM IV, p. 37; Roth, Die 
Königsmütter, pp. 233-234, 436, 505-506, fig. 106; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 192. 
 
Tell Nabasha –  
 
No. 23 (pls. XV-XVI) 
 
* British Museum EA 10692488  
 
 Lower Part of Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite  
Measurements: H = 99 cm; L = 103 cm; W = 53.5 cm 
Provenance: Tell Nabasha 
                                                             
2488 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
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Comments: Quartzite Group, Royal Women Group 
 
The EEF donated this statue in 1888. Polz includes this fragment in her general catalogue and 
Connor places it in his Quartzite Colossi sub-group (Diss.) and it is unclassified in CRIEPL 2016. 
London BM EA 1069 is part of two stylistic groups.  The Royal Women Group includes at least six 
examples;2489 all of which also appear in either the Medamoud Series or the Quartzite Group. 
They depict the king seated on a block throne with two small-scale representations of royal 
women flanking his legs. The thrones of these figures include two short inscriptions that contain 
elements of the king’s titulary located above each of the female figures, and an inscription that 
identifies these women and their relationship to the king.2490 The Quartzite Group consists of 15 
examples;2491 all are very uniform in style and as such were likely carved in the same workshop. 
 
Description: 
Lower part of seated statue of Senwosret III, broken off just below waist; very similar to London 
BM EA 1145 and 1146. Also includes two female figures flanking the king’s legs. The figure on 
the left wears straight tripartite wig, while that on BM EA 1146 has Hathoric curls (the head is 
not preserved on EA 1145) – in addition, females on BM EA 1069 wear bracelets while the 
others do not. The inscriptions for the female figures on base box in the feet of each figure, 
while those on the other examples appear in a horizontal line. This statue is smaller than the 
others as well and is closer to life-size. The king sits on an inscribed, low back throne, with the 




The throne is inscribed on three sides with inscriptions for the king and the two female figures 
as well as the sema-tawy motif.   
 




Front of Throne, above Left Figure –  
nswt-bjtj (2a-kAw-Ra) 
“King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khakaure” 
 
Throne Base, in front of Right Figure –  
The right side is damaged, part of the title jrjt-pat and a few glyphs from the end of the 
inscription are all that remain.  
                                                             
2489 Cairo JE 66569, London BM EA 1069, EA 1145, and EA 1146, and Medamoud Fragment Inv. Nos. 265 
and 730 
2490 For more on these two women see: O. Perdu, “Khenemet-Nefer-Hedjet: Une princess et deux reines 
du moyen empire,” RdE 29 (1977): 68-85, and Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 1-12. 
2491 Abydos QS1 and QS2, the Alexandria Sphinx, British Museum EA 1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, EA 1849, EA 
20818, and EA 20819, Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, 




Throne Base, in front of Left Figure –  
This inscription is also worn, it preserves the following: Jrjt-pat wrt Hts wrt Hst as well as part of 
the name Khenmet-nefer-hedjt.2492 
 
Right Side of Throne –  
The inscription of the right side of the throne is badly damaged, but appears to be a mirror 
image of the inscription of the left side of the throne.  
 
Left Side of Throne –  
Front: (1) Dd-mdw dj.n(.j) n.k anx Dd wAs nb (2) snb Aw(t) jbt nb (3) xrj  (4) mj Ra Dt 
“Words spoken: it is to you that I have given all life, stability, and power, all heath and joy 
therein, like Re forever.” 
 
Rear: (1) Dd-mdw dj.n(.j) n.k anx Dd wAs nb (2) snb Aw(t) jbt nb (3) xrj (4) mj Ra Dt 
“Words spoken: it is to you that I have given all life, stability, and power, all health and joy 
therein, like Re forever.” 
 
Bibliography: 
British Museum, A Guide to the Egyptian Galleries (Sculpture), p. 48; British Museum, 
Hieroglyphic Texts IV, p. 6, pl. 9[no. 165]; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 332, 342, pl. 
184; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 57; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 19-20, 
160; Grajetzki, “La Place des Reines et des Princesses,” pp. 50-51, fig. 4; Polz, “Die Bildnisse 
Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 237 n. 65; PM IV, p. 8; Roth, Die Königsmütter, pp. 233-
234, 436, 506-507. 
 
No. 24 (pl. XVI) 
 
* British Museum EA 208192493  
 
 Fragment of a Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite2494 
Measurements: L = 11.75 cm; W = 8.2 cm; Th = 2.3 cm 
Provenance: Tell Nabasha 
Comments: Quartzite Group, Royal Women Group (likely) 
 
The Quartzite Group includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2, the Alexandria Sphinx, British Museum EA 
1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, EA 1849, EA 20818, and EA 20819, Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim 
No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, Louvre E 25370, and Metropolitan Museum of Art 
                                                             
2492 For more on the development of this name/title see Chapter Four.  
2493 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
2494 The Museum’s database has described this as sandstone; however, upon examination, the piece is 
very similar to the quartzite used for EA 1069, 1145, and 1146. 
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26.7.1394. The statues of the Quartzite Group are all very uniform in style and as such were 
likely carved in the same workshop. 
 
Excavators uncovered this piece with London BM EA 20818 in the second, smaller temple at 
Nabasha, built by Ahmose II; they were likely part of a statue or statues that originally stood on 
a small platform before the entrance of the temple.2495 It is likely that the original temple at the 
site dated to the 12th Dynasty.2496 Petrie discovered these two throne base fragments lying in the 
hollow left from the removal of the double pavement. He estimated the original height of the 
figures at ca. 6 ft. The EEF donated the fragments to the museum in 1888. Neither Polz nor 
Connor has included EA20818 and 20819. 
 
Description: 
Very small fragment of a statue of Senwosret III preserving part of his titulary. This fragment and 
its counterpart, BM EA 10818, are very similar to the other seated statues in the Quartzite 
Group. This fragment appears to be from the inscription that would have appeared on the front 
of the throne base, just above the head of one of the female figures. It is almost identical to the 
same inscriptions found on London BM EA 1145 and 1146. 
 
Inscription:  
… nswt bjtj (xA-[kAw]-ra) 
… King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khakaure 
 
Bibliography: 
Petrie, Tanis: Part II, pp. 12-13. 
 
Thebes, Karnak Temple –  
 
No. 25 (pls. VII, LXII) 
 
Cairo CG 420112497  
 
 Colossal Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granite, traces of yellow paint on lower part of crown and blue in glyphs 
Measurements: H = 3.15 m; W = 80 cm; L/Depth = 125 cm2498 
Provenance: Thebes, Karnak Temple, Court 3, near 8th Pylon 
Comments: Karnak Colossi Series 
 
This image is part of a series comprised of three colossal statues from Karnak that all share 
similar features: Cairo CG 42011, Cairo CG 42012, and Luxor J.34; it is likely that additional 
figures once existed.  
                                                             
2495 Petrie, Tanis: Part II, pp. 12-13. 
2496 Petrie, Tanis: Part II, p. 7. 
2497 Alternate numbers include: JE 36580, SR 3/1193, K.6, and GEM 1709 





This is a standing colossal figure of the king striding forward and wearing the white crown, 
uraeus, and amulet necklace. The king has a slender nipped in waist and muscular torso with a 
delineated ventral furrow – the body type common to images of the Later Style. The mouths of 
all three statues in this series generally fall in line with those examples of the intermediary style, 
they are equally full throughout and relatively straight.  
 
Inscriptions: 
Cairo CG 42011 preserves two inscriptions, one on the belt buckle and one on the back pillar. 
The belt buckle inscription consists of two horizontal lines and the back pillar a single vertical 
line. 
 
Belt Buckle –  
(1) anx 1r NTr-xprw nTr nfr (2) nswt-bjtj (2a-kAw-Ra) dj anx 
“Living Horus, Netjer-Kheperu, the Good God, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khakaure, given 
life” 
 
Back Pillar –  
1r NTr-2prw nbtj NTr-mswt hr-nbw 2pr nswt-bjtj (2a-kAw-Ra) dj anx Dd wAs mj Ra … 
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu, Two Ladies, Netjer-mesut, Golden Horus, Kheper, King of Upper and 
Lower Egypt, Khakaure, given life, stability, and power, like Re …” 
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 42 n. 66; Baikie, A History of Egypt I, p. 
377; Barguet, Le Temple d’Amon-Rê à Karnak, p. 266 n. 1, 279; von Bissing, Denkmäler 
ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 26a; Bongioanni and Croce, The Treasures of Ancient Egypt, p. 
127; Boreux, L’Art Égyptien, pp. 24, 59, pl. XXIX; Breasted, Geschichte Ägyptens, p. 138, fig 96; 
Cairo Museum, A Brief Description of the Principal Monuments, p. 23, No. 10; Capart, L’Art 
Égyptien I, p. 18, No. 34, pl. 34; Capart, L’Art Égyptien II, p. 25, No. 281; Connor, Images du 
pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 341-342, pls. 177, 183, 197; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 4, No. 41; 
Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 43; Delia, A Study of the Reign 
of Senwosret III, p. 131; Delia, “Khakaure Senwosret III, King & Man,” pp. 27, 29; Donadoni, Arte 
egizia, pp. 66-67, fig. 76; Driotion and Bourguet, Les pharaons, p. 183; D.D. “An Egyptian Portrait 
Head of the XII Dynasty,” p. 61, fig. 1; Engelbach, Introduction to Egyptian Archaeology, p. 152, 
pl. XII[1]; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 10, 14-15; Fechheimer, Die Plastik der Ägypter, p. 43, 
pl. 50; Fechheimer, Die Plastik der Ägypter, pp. 27, 43, pl. 50; Glassi, Tehenu e le origini 
mediterranee della civiltae egizia, fig. 102; Habachi, “The Gneiss Sphinx of Sesostris III,” p. 15 n. 
21; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 92, 94, 314, No. 207; 
Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” pp. 85-90, fig. 2c; Lange, Sesostris, pp. 30, 48, pl. 24; 
Legrain, “Derniéres Découvertes Faites a Karnak,” pp. 138-139; Legrain, “Second rapport sur les 
travaux executes à Karnak,” p. 26; Legrain, Statues et Statuettes, pp. 8-9, Pl. VI; Letellier, 
“Découverte d’une Tête Colossale de Sesostris III a Karnak,” pp. 165 n. 3, 169 n. 7, 170, 172 n. 
17, 174; Maspero, L’Archéologie égyptienne, p. 219, fig. 201; Maspero, Histoire générale de l’art, 
Égypte, pp. 118, 121, fig. 212; Maspero, Essais sur l’art égypien, pp. 95-96, fig. 17; Moret, La Nil 
et la civilization egyptienne, pl. X[3]; Morfoisse and Andreu-Lanoë (eds.) Sésostris III Pharaon de 
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Légende, p. 63, fig. 5; Müller, “Self-perception and self-assertion in the portrait of Senwosret III,” 
pp. 51-52; Murray, Egyptian Sculpture, p. 82; Petrie, Arts and Crafts, fig. 33; Pillet, “Deux 
representations inedites,” pp. 246-250, fig. 3, pl. XXIX; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” pp. 228 n. 7, 234 n. 35, 237 n. 63, 239 n. 73, 242 n. 77, 245 n. 106; PM II, p. 
136, 179; Ranke, The Art of Ancient Egypt, p. 16, fig. 96; Sourouzian, “Standing royal colossi of 
the Middle Kingdom,” p. 240; Steindorff, A Royal Head from Ancient Egypt, pp. 18-19, Pl. 23; 
Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 187, 195, pl. LXIII.4-5; Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 94; 
Wenzel, “Ein Sphinxkopf aus der 12. Dynastie,” fig. 3.14. 
 
No. 26 (pl. VII) 
 
Cairo, CG 420122499  
 
 Colossal Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granite (no traces of color) 
Measurements: H = 3 m; W = 38 cm; L/Depth = 119 cm2500 
Provenance: Thebes, Karnak Temple, Court 3, near 8th Pylon 
Comments: Karnak Colossi Series 
 
This image is part of a series comprised of three colossal statues from Karnak that all share 
similar features: Cairo CG 42011, Cairo CG 42012, and Luxor J.34; it is likely that additional 
figures once existed.  
 
Description: 
In this example, the king’s face is wide, with a strong lower jaw, and moderately accentuated 
features in the areas of the eyes and mouth. This statue is from the same series as Cairo CG 
42011; however, it depicts the king wearing the double crown. Cairo CG 42011 and CG 42012 
share the same body type and the mouths of all three statues in this series represent the 
intermediary type, they are equally full throughout and relatively straight.  
 
Inscriptions: 
A partial inscription is preserved on back pillar that is identical to Cairo CG 42011.   
 
Back Pillar – (Hirsch) 
1r NTr-2prw nbtj NTr-mswt hr-nbw 2pr nswt-bjtj (2a-kAw-Ra) dj anx Dd wAs mj Ra … 
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu, Two Ladies, Netjer-mesut, Golden Horus, Kheper, King of Upper and 
Lower Egypt, Khakaure, given life, stability, and power, like Re …” 
 
Bibliography: 
Barguet, Le Temple d’Amon-Rê à Karnak, 266 n. 1, p. 279; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, 
pp. 333, 341-342, pls. 177, 182, 197; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 4, No. 42; Delange, 
Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 43; Delia, A Study of the Reign of 
                                                             
2499 Alternate numbers include: JE 36581, SR 2/14629, and K.7 
2500 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
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Senwosret III, p. 131; Delia, “Khakaure Senwosret III, King & Man,” pp. 20, 21, 29; Driotion and 
Bourguet, Les pharaons, p. 183; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, p. 15; Habachi, “The Gneiss 
Sphinx of Sesostris III,” p. 15 n. 21; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. 
Dynastie, pp. 92, 94, 314, No. 208; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” pp. 85-90, fig. 2d; 
Laboury, “Le portrait royal sous Séostris III et Amenemhat III,” fig. 5; Legrain, “Derniéres 
Découvertes Faites a Karnak,” pp. 138-139; Legrain, “Second rapport sur les travaux executes à 
Karnak,” p. 26; Legrain, Statues et Statuettes, p. 9; Letellier, “Découverte d’une Tête Colossale 
de Sesostris III a Karnak,” pp. 165 n. 3, 169 n. 7, 170; Pillet, “Deux representations inedites,” pp. 
246-250, fig. 3, pl. XXIX; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 228 n. 7, 234 
n. 35, 237 n. 63, 239 n. 73, 242 n. 77, 245 n. 106; PM II, pp. 136, 179; Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 
187, 195; Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, pp. 199-200, fig. 175; Wildung, Sesostris und 
Amenemhet, pp. 201 fig. 175, 199-200. 
 
No. 27 (pl. XIX) 
 
Cairo CG 420132501  
 
 Kneeling Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Sandstone, remains of gold flake at time of discovery2502 
Measurements: H = 0.52 m2503 
Provenance: Thebes, Temple of Amun at Karnak, Karnak Cachette 
Comments:  
 
Legrain discovered CG 42013 in 1905 in the Karnak Cachette; it was in two pieces, with the top 
being heavily damaged from humidity.2504 Polz included CG 42013 in her general catalogue and 
Connor places it in his Marked Visage Group (Diss.) and it remains unclassified in CRIEPL 2016.  
 
Description: 
Statue of the king kneeling and presenting two nw-pots. Unfortunately, the statue is badly 
damaged from humidity; however, evidence of gilding remains. The kneeling form was popular; 
the first fully preserved figure of this type comes from the reign of  Pepi I and there is also a 
fragment that dates to Khafre.2505 
 
Inscriptions: 
Cairo CG 42013 preserves two lines of inscription that run along the front of the base. The badly 
damaged text consists of the titulary of Senwosret III; the name of Amun was removed and then 
restored.2506 
 
                                                             
2501 Alternate numbers include: JE 38229, JE 37838, K.540, SR 3/9722, and GEM 1377 
2502 Legrain, Statues et Statuettes I, p. 10. 
2503 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2504 Legrain, “Derniéres Découvertes Faites a Karnak,” p. 148; Legrain, Statues et Statuettes I, p. 10.  
2505 Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 26-27. 
2506 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, pp. 92, 94, 313, No. 206. 
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Base –  
(1) anx 1r NTr-xprw nTr nfr nswt-bjtj ([2A-kAw-Ra]) (2) mry Imn-Ra nb pt [..] HqA nTr WAst… 
“Living Horus, Netjer-Kheperu, the good god, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khakaure, beloved 
of Amun-Re, the lord of the sky … the ruler and god of Thebes …” 
 
Bibliography: 
Von Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 26a; Connor, Images du pouvoir en 
Égypte, p. 344, pls. 177, 190; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 69; Delange, Catalogue des 
statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 45 n. 1; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 
131; Delia, “Khakaure Senwosret III, King & Man,” p. 29; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 26-27; 
Hill, “Appendix I,” p. 244; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 92, 
94, 313, No. 206; Hornemann, Types of Ancient Egyptian Statuary III, No. 573; Legrain, 
“Derniéres Découvertes Faites a Karnak,” p. 148; Legrain, Statues et Statuettes I, p. 10, pl. VII; 
Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 237 n. 63, 245 n. 102; PM II, p. 136, 
Vandier, Maneul III, p. 188; Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 93.  
 
No. 28 (pl. XIII) 
 
Jacquet-Gordon Inv. No. A 474  
 
 Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 0.335 m; L = 0.165 m; W = 0.275 m2507 
Provenance: North Karnak, with the treasury of Thutmose III 
Comments: Brooklyn Group 
 
The Brooklyn Group includes: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, Brooklyn 
52.1, Cairo CG 422, Detroit 31.68, Elephantine No. 103, Luzern K 411, Jaquet-Gordon A 474, 
London UC14635, and Vienna AS 6. All of the examples of this style are roughly the same size (c. 
55 cm) and depict the king  seated wearing the shendjet kilt, bull’s tail, a bracelet on the right 
wrist, and Senwosret III’s signature amulet necklace. Each statue is dedicated to a different 
deity, who is associated with a particular sanctuary. The iconographic features of this group are 
very uniform, although there are some variants. 
 
Jacquet discovered A 474 during Study A of the 1970 season at Karnak-North in a layer of 
limestone chips and debris from a religious structure dated to the reign of Thutmose I.2508 It is 
one of a group of objects that predate the reign of Thutmose I and were likely part of the 12th 
Dynasty installations at the temple.2509 This group includes: a fragment of stone vessel with the 
name of Khnemet-nefer-hedjet, a fragment that preserves the cartouche of Amenemhet III, and 
                                                             
2507 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 313. 
2508 J. Jacquet, “Trois campagnes de fouilles a Karnak-Nord: 1968-1969-1970,” BIFAO 69 (1971): 267 – 281, 
p. 277. 
2509 H. Jacquet-Gordon, Karnak-Nord VIII: Le tresor de Thoutmosis Ier: statues, stele et blocs reutilizes 
(Cairo: IFAO, 1999), p. 8. 
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a statue of Amenemhet III. Based on the location of the statue, amongst various scraps and 
fragments of limestone, Jecquet-Gordon has suggested that it was previously damaged and was 
retained out of respect.2510 Polz includes it in her general catalogue and Connor in his Brooklyn 
Group (Diss, CRIEPL 2016). 
 
Description: 
Lower part of a seated statue of Senwosret III broken off at the waist. The king sits on a block 
throne with a low back; the side and back are anepigraphic. He wears a shendjet kilt and 
bracelet on his right wrist. One hand is flat the other is in a fist; his feet rest on the nine bows. 
 
Inscriptions:  
Two identical inscriptions frame the legs and continue down onto the statue’s base. The sides of 
the throne are blank. 
 
Inscription (right and left are identical): 
1r NTr-xprw nTr nft nb tAwi (2a-kAw-Ra) mry 4bk nb Znt dj ‘nx Dt 
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu, the Good God, Lord of the Two Lands Khakaure, beloved of Sobek, Lord 
of Edfu, given life forever”  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 334-336, 339-340, pls. 178, 180; Connor, “Pierres et 
statues,” No. 11; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 92, 94, 108, 
313, No. 205; Jacquet, “Trois campagnes de fouilles a Karnak-Nord,” pp. 267-281, pl. 41; 
Jacquet-Gordon, Karnak-Nord VIII, pp. 8, 44-46, Inv. A 474, fig. 15-16.  
 
No. 29  
 
Karakol Magazine  
 
 Colossal Shrouded Figure of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granite 
Measurements: Unknown  
Provenance: Karnak, Near 4th Pylon 
Comments: Karnak Colossi Series (?) 
 
Excavators uncovered this statue in 1980 near the 4th Pylon at Karnak.2511 Neither Polz nor 
Connor have included it in their catalogues. It is possible that this body may join Luxor J.34.2512 
 
Description: 
                                                             
2510 Jacquet-Gordon, Karnak-Nord VIII, p. 8. 
2511 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 313.  
2512 For more information on this matter see: Chapter Four, Karnak Series. 
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Only the torso of this statue remains. The left hand holds and ankh, the right arm is missing but 
its ankh is preserved. The plunging neckline of the Sed-Festival garment appears as well as the 
remains of a beard. There are also remnants of an inscription on the back pillar.2513  
 
Inscriptions:  
Part of the inscription on the back pillar is preserved.2514 
 
Back Pillar –  
1r NTr-xprw Nbtj … 
“Horus Netjer-kheperu, Two Ladies …” 
 
Bibliography: 
Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 92, 94, 313, No. 204; PM II, p. 
179. 
	
No. 30 (pls. VII, LXII) 
 
* Luxor Museum, J.34  
 
 Colossal Head of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granite, traces of pigment 
Measurements: H = 81.5 cm; W = 36.5 cm; L/Depth = 50.8 cm2515 
Provenance: Karnak, 4th Pylon 
Comments: Karnak Colossi Series 
 
This statue is part of a series comprised of three colossal statues from Karnak that all share 
similar features: Cairo CG 42011, Cairo CG 42012, and Luxor J.34; it is likely that additional 




Head of Senwosret III wearing the double crown and a braided falsebeard. 
 
Inscriptions:  
J.34 preserves part of a single line of inscription, at the top of the back pillar, containing the 
titulary of Senwosret III. The facial features of the statue are similar to the other two members 
of this series.  
 
Back Pillar –  
                                                             
2513 Hirsch is the only person to describe or discuss this torso. Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme, pp. 92, 94, 313, No. 204. 
2514 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, pp. 92, 94, 313, No. 204. 
2515 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2516 For more information on this matter see: Chapter Four, Karnak Series. 
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1r NTr-xprw … 
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu …” 
 
Bibliography: 
Assman, Stein und Zeit, p. 151, fig. 27a; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 7, 10, 12-13; Fay, 
“Amenemhat V – Vienna/Assuan,” p. 71, pl. 28b; Cat. Fuhrer durch die Ausstellung, p. 27, Cat. 
40; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 341-342, pls. 177, 183; Connor, “Pierres et 
statues,” p. 4, No. 44; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 131; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 92, 94, 314-315, No. 209; Hardwick, “The Obsidian 
King’s Origins,” p. 14; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 88 n. 4; Lauffray, “Les Temples 
de Karnak,” p. 18, fig. 6; Letellier, “Decouverte d’une Tete Colossale de Sesostris III a Karnak,” 
pp. 165-176; Morfoisse and Andreu-Lanoë (eds.) Sésostris III Pharaon de Légende, p. 38, fig. 7; 
Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt Transformed, p. 5, fig. 6; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III 
und Amenemhets III,” pp. 228 n. 7, 229 n. 13, 234, n. 35, 237 n. 64, Pl. 49a, 239 n. 73, 242 n. 77; 
Russmann, Egyptian Sculpture: Cairo and Luxor, p. 61, fig. 26; El-Shahawy and Atiya, Luxor 
Museum, pp. 54-57.  
	
Tod –  
 
No. 31 (pl. XIX) 
 
Tod Magazine, Inv. No. T.2486  
 
 Fragment from a Seated Colossus of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granite 
Measurements: H = 31 cm2517 
Provenance: Tod, Temple of Montu 
Comments:  
 
This statue comes from the temple of Montu at Tod along with other granite fragments of 
seated statues and jubilee statuary dated to the Middle Kingdom.2518 Polz does not include this 
statue in her catalogue. Connor does not discuss it in his dissertation but does include it in his 
CRIEPL 2016 catalogue where it remains unclassified.  
 
Description: 






                                                             
2517 L. Postel, “Le Paysage Monumental de la Vallee du Nil sous le Regne de Sesostris III,” in Morfoisse 
and Andreu-Lanoë (éd.), Sésostris III Pharaon de légende, pp. 114-126, p. 126 n. 35. 




Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 47; Morfoisse and Andreu-Lanoë (éd.), Sésostris III Pharaon de 
légende, pp. 119-120, fig. 9.  
 
Uronarti –  
 
No. 32 (pl. XXI) 
 
Khartoum, Sudan National Museum, No. 452  
 
 Headless Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite or Sandstone (?)2519 
Measurements: H. = 1.9 m; W. = 43 cm; D. = 85 cm2520 
Provenance: Uronarti, Temple of Senwosret III 
Comments:  
 
Khartoum 452 comes from the temple of Senwosret III, located just outside the fortress at 
Uronarti.2521 The temple’s main construction layers all date to the New Kingdom; however, there 
is an older layer below that most likley dates to Senwosret III.2522 Van Siclen has suggested that 
based on the reliefs at the Uronarti temple, the statue may have been similar to the statues of 
Senwosret I in the Metropolitan Museum of Art (New York MMA 08.200.1 and MMA 
09.180.529).2523 He and Davies have proposed that the statue most likely came from the niche in 
the north room of the chaple and was likely the statue mentioned on the Uronarti Stela 
(Khartoum Museum 451).2524 Polz includes this image in her general catalogue and is 
unclassified in both of Connor’s catalogues.  
 
Description: 
Seated statue of Senwosret III wearing a short Sed-Festival garment with fring and holding the 
crook and flail; the head is missing. The king sits atop a low back throne with a tall rectangular 
backpillar and his feet rest on the nine bows. Faint traces of decoration remain on the throne. 




Inscriptions appear on the front of the throne, framing the king’s legs and on the pedestal in 
front of his feet. The pedestal inscription is contained in a single cartouche. 
                                                             
2519 The most recent article referencing this object records the material as “hard Sandstone (?).” Davies, 
“Statues of Senwosret III,” p. 75.  
2520 Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III,” p. 75. 
2521 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 337. 
2522 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 337. 
2523 Van Siclen, The Chapel of Sesostris III, p. 38.  
2524 Van Siclen, The Chapel of Sesostris III, p. 38; Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III,” p. 80. 




Right Side of Throne: 
1r anx NTr-xprw nswt-bity (2a-kAw-Ra) mry MnTw anx Dt 
“The Living Horus Netjer-Kheperu, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khakaure, beloved of Montu, 
may he life forever.” 
 
Left Side of Throne:  
nbty NTr-mswt nTr nfr zA Ra n Xt.f (4n-wsrt) mry PtH anx Dt 
“Two Ladies Netjer-Mesut, the Good God, Son of Re of his body, Senwosret, beloved of Ptah, 
may he live forever.” 
 
Pedestal: 
nTr nfr nb tAwy jrt xt nswt-bjtj 2a-kaw-Ra mry Ra-1r-Axt(y) 
“The Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, Lord of Action, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, 
Khakaure, beloved of Re-Harakhty.” 
 
Bibliography: 
Budge, The Egyptian Sudan vol. I, pp. 492-493; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 352; 
Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p.3 n. 3, No. 13; Davies, “Statues of Senwosret III,” pp. 75-77, figs. 
1-5; Hinkel, the Archaeological Map, pp. 25-25, 00452; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 337, No. 263; Hornung and Staehelin, Neue Studien 
zum Sedfest,” pp. 20, 80-81; Müller, “Die Königsplastik des Mittleren Reiches,” p. 45; Polz, “Die 
Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 237 n. 65; PM VII, p. 144; Seidlmayer,” Zu Fundort 
und Aufstellungskontext,” pp. 237-238, 240; Sourouzian, “Inventaire iconographique,” p. 510, 
no. 12; Valbelle, “Les statues egyptiennes,” p. 13, fig. 1; Van Siclen, The Chapel of Sesostris III, 
pp. 36-37; Vogel, Ägyptische Festungen, pp. 74-76, 142, 251-252.  
 
Group 2 – Inscribed, Provenance Unknown: 
Alexandria, Kom el-Dik Open Air Museum 
 
No. 33 (pl. XVIII) 
 
Alexandria Inv. No. 2003=94.09  
 
 Headless Sphinx of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite (yellow) 
Measurements: H = 85 cm; L = 177 cm2526 
Provenance: Unknown  
Comments: Quartzite Group 
  
                                                             
2526 N. Grimal, “Travaux de l’Institut francais d’archeologie orientale en 1995-1996,” BIFAO 96 (1996): 489-
617, pp. 563, 565. 
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The Quartzite Group includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2, the Alexandria Sphinx, British Museum EA 
1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, EA 1849, EA 20818, and EA 20819, Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim 
No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, Louvre E 25370, and Metropolitan Museum of Art 
26.7.1394. The statues of the Quartzite Group are all very uniform in style and as such were 
likely carved in the same workshop. 
 
Archaeologists uncovered this sphinx as a result of underwater excavations east of Fort Qayt Bay 
in 1995.2527 It is one of a number of pharaonic monuments discovered during the second 
campaign of the IFAO emergency excavations at the immersed site east of the Qaitbay Mamluk 
fort, located at the eastern tip of the former Island of Pharos. The sphinx’s head is missing, and 
its chest bears a cartouche reading “Khakaure, beloved of the powers of Heliopolis.” Based on 
that epithet, Grimal has suggested that it was originally set up in Heliopolis. Ramses II, whose 
cartouches are carved on the left side of the base, usurped the statue. Polz does not include this 
sphinx and Connor leaves it out of his dissertation; it does appear, unclassified, in CRIEPL 2016. 
 
Description: 
Badly damaged sphinx body; head, paws, and part of rear end missing. Inscription wrapping 
around base, badly damaged.  
 
Inscriptions: 
Unfortunately, the published images of this object do not display the inscription clearly. Grimal 
and Postel have translated it thus, “Khakaure, beloved of the powers of Heliopolis.”2528 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 52; Grimal, BIFAO 96 (1996), pp. 563, 565; Morfoisse 
and Andreu-Lanoë (éd.), Sésostris III Pharaon de légende, p. 116, fig. 3. 
 
Baltimore, Walters Art Gallery –  
 
No. 34 (pls. XIII-XIV, LXI) 
 
* WAG 22.1152529  
 
 Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 60.69 cm; W = 18.75 cm; D = 36.51 cm  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Brooklyn Group 
 
                                                             
2527 Grimal, “Travaux,” pp. 563, 565.  
2528 Grimal, “Travaux,” pp. 563, 565; Postel, “Le Paysage Monumental,” pp. 114-126. 
2529 I would like to thank the staff of the Walters Art Gallery for providing me with the opportunity to 
study and photograph this object. 
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The Brooklyn Group includes: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, Brooklyn 
52.1, Cairo CG 422, Detroit 31.68, Elephantine No. 103, Luzern K 411, Jaquet-Gordon A 474, 
London UC14635, and Vienna AS 6. All of the examples of this style are roughly the same size (c. 
55 cm) and depict the king seated, wearing the shendjet kilt, bull’s tail, a bracelet on the right 
wrist, and Senwosret III’s signature amulet necklace. Each statue is dedicated to a different 
deity, who is associated with a particular sanctuary. The iconographic features of this group are 
very uniform, although there are some variants. 
 
Henry Walters purchased this statue in 1925 on the art market from Dikran Kelekian, New York 
and Paris. Although there is no known provenance, Steindorff has proposed the Karnak 
Cachette, since many other statues in the Walters come from that source.2530 
 
Description: 
Well-preserved, seated statue of Senwosret II with slight damage to nose and right hand. While I 
have included this statue in the Brooklyn Group, its face appears slimmer and longer than the 
other examples of this style and its waist is much more nipped in. 
 
Inscriptions: 
This statue has two identical inscriptions that frame the king’s legs and continue down onto the 
base.  
 
Front of Throne –  
nTr nfr nb tAwy jrt xt nswt-bjtj (2a-kaw-Re) zA Ra n Xt.f (Z-n-wsrt) mry WAs.tj nb wHA.t dj anx 
“The Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, Lord of Action, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, 
Khakaure, Son of Re of his body, Senwosret, beloved of Wasty, lord of the Oasis, given life.” 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 338, 347-348, 354, pls. 177, 194, 196-199; Connor, 
“Pierres et statues,” No. 1; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 
89, 108; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” pp. 85-90, fig. 2f; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ 
III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 229 n. 11, 234 n. 41 and 44, 237 n. 62,2 45 n. 100, 246 n. 107, 249 
n. 122; PM VIII, 800-364-100; Spanel, Through Ancient Eyes, p. 65; Steindorff, “A Portrait-Statue 
of Sesostris III,” pp. 42-53, figs. 1, 3, 5, 6; Steindorff, Catalogue of the Egyptian Sculpture in the 
Walters Art Gallery, no. 30, p. 23, pl. V; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 190, pl. LX.2.  
 
Brooklyn, Brooklyn Museum –  
 
No. 35 (pls. I, XIII-XIV, LXI) 
 
* Brooklyn 52.12531  
 
 Seated Statue of Senwosret III  
                                                             
2530 Steindorff, “A Portrait-Statue of Sesostris III,” p. 52. 
2531 I would like to thank the staff of the Brooklyn Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 





Measurements: H = 54.5 cm; W = 19 cm; D = 34.7 cm  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Brooklyn Group 
 
The Brooklyn Group includes: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, Brooklyn 
52.1, Cairo CG 422, Detroit 31.68, Elephantine No. 103, Luzern K 411, Jaquet-Gordon A 474, 
London UC14635, and Vienna AS 6. All of the examples of this style are roughly the same size (c. 
55 cm) and depicts the king seated, wearing the shendjet kilt, bull’s tail, a bracelet on the right 
wrist, and Senwosret III’s signature amulet necklace. Each statue is dedicated to a different 
deity, who is associated with a particular sanctuary. The iconographic features of this group are 
very uniform, although there are some variants.  
 
The Brooklyn Museum acquired this statue by means of the Charles Edwin Wilbour Fund. It 
appears in Polz’s general catalogue and Connor’s Brooklyn Group (Diss., CRIEPL 2016).  
 
Description: 
This statue depicts the king seated on a low-back throne, with his left hand flat and his right in a 
fist. He wears the nemes, uraeus, and amulet necklace. He also appears with the bull’s tail, nine 
bows, and a bracelet on his right wrist. The particular traits of this group are discussed in detail 
in the section on the Brooklyn Group, in Chapter Four.  
 
Inscriptions: 
Two identical inscriptions frame the king’s legs and indicate that this statue was originally set up 
in Hierakonpolis. The king’s belt buckle is also inscribed. 
 




Front of Throne –  
1r NTr-2prw nswt-bjtj (2a-kAw-Ra) mry 1r Nxn dj anx 
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Khakaure, beloved of Horus of Nekhen” 
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 43; Brooklyn Museum, Egyptian Art in 
the Brooklyn Museum Collection, fig. 27; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 333-336, 
339-340, pls. 177-180, 196-197; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 3; Delia, A Study of the Reign 
of Senwosret III, p. 129; Delia, “Khakaure Senwosret III, King & Man,” pp. 22, 28; Eggebrecht, Das 
alte Agypten, p. 429; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 19-20; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, 34 n. 160; 
Fay, “Amenemhat V – Vienna/Assuan,” p. 71, pl. 28a; Fazzini, Images for Eternity, p. 53, fig. 40a-
b; Fazzini, Romano, and Cody, Art for Eternity, pp. 62-63, Cat. 22; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 90, 108; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” pp. 
85-90, fig. 2e; Michalowski, L’art de l’ancienne Égypte, pp. 378, 449, Cat. 313; Müller, Ägyptische 
Kunstwerke, Kleinfunde und Glas in der Sammlung E. und M. Kofler-Truniger, Luzern, p. 63; Polz, 
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“Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 228 n. 3, 234 n. 37, 237 n. 62, 245 n. 100, 
246 n. 109, 247 n. 113, 249 n. 122, Pl. 49d; Spanel, Through Ancient Eyes, p. 65; Taggart, “A 
Quartzite Head of Sesostris III,” p. 14, fig. 7; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 188, pl. LXIII.1; Wenzel, “Ein 
Sphinxkopf aus der 12. Dynastie,” p. 348; Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, p. 319 fig. 257. 
 
Cairo, Egyptian Museum 
	
No. 36 (pl. XIII, LXI) 
 
Cairo CG 4222532 
 
 Lower Half of a Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 30 cm2533 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Brooklyn Group 
 
The Brooklyn Group includes: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, Brooklyn 
52.1, Cairo CG 422, Detroit 31.68, Elephantine No. 103, Luzern K 411, Jaquet-Gordon A 474, 
London UC14635, and Vienna AS 6. All of the examples of this style are roughly the same size (c. 
55 cm) and depict the king seated, wearing the shendjet kilt, bull’s tail, a bracelet on the right 
wrist, and Senwosret III’s signature amulet necklace. Each statue is dedicated to a different 
deity, who is associated with a particular sanctuary. The iconographic features of this group are 
very uniform, although there are some variants. 
 
Cairo CG 422 is one of a group of statues purchased in Kom el-Ahmar in 1888 and said to be 
from Hierakonpolis; however, Borchardt has noted that the Journal states that this statue may 
have come from Armant.2534 
 
Description: 
Lower half of a seated statue of Senwosret III preserved from the waist to the ankles. The right 
hand of the figure is in a fist and the left is flat; there are traces of a back pillar. The feet of the 
statue are missing, and the lower legs are very damaged. 
 
Inscriptions: 
As is the case with the other statues of the Brooklyn Group, two identical inscriptions flank the 
king’s legs.  
 
Front of Throne –  
1r NTr-xprw nTr nfr nb tAwj (2a-kAw-Ra) mry 1wt-1r nb(t) jnrty 
                                                             
2532 Alternate numbers include: JE 28824 
2533 Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten II, p. 30. 
2534 Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten II, p. 30; this is also confirmed in PM V, pp. 199-200. 
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“Horus, Netjer-Kheperu, the Good God, Lord of the Two Lands Khakaure, beloved of Hathor, 
Mistress of Gebelein”  
 
Bibliography: 
Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten II, p. 30, pl. 68[422]; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, 
pp. 334-336, 339-340, pl. 178; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 14; Delia, A Study of the Reign of 
Senwosret III, p. 128; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 89; 
Mond and Myers, Temples of Armant, pp. 51, 64, 190, pl. III, pl. XIX.4-6; Polz, “Die Bildnisse 
Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 234 n. 44, 237 n. 65, 245 n. 100; Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 
189, 200. 
	
Geneva, Galerie Phoenix 
	
No. 37 (pl. XIX) 
 
Sale Catalogue No. 4 
 
 Torso of a Colossal Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite 




The provenance of this head and torso is somewhat confusing; Galerie Phoenix sold the bust 
along with two other fragments. The provenance of the head and torso are listed as: ex 
American private collection, 1980’s-1990’s. The Galerie acquired the associated hand from 
Rupert Wace Ancient Art, London – ex British private collection. Nothing is revealed as to the 
provenence of the inscriptional fragment with the name Senwosret.2536 This torso is not included 
in Polz or Connor’s dissertation, but does appear unclassified in his CRIEPL 2016 catalogue. 
 
Description: 
This series of objects includes an over-life-size head and torso, a fragment of a hand, and a third 
fragment with a cartouch of Sesostris. While the catalogue entry for these items makes it seem 
as if they all came from the same statue the circumstances of their discovery are completely 
unknown. The largest fragment is preserved from just above navel to top of head and the 
catalogue author has described its face as aged.2537 The image does have some of the 
characteristic features of Senwosret III, including modeled eyebrows, high cheekbones, and 
large ears, but it also has some quirks such as its very full lips. The second fragment is a right 
hand flat against a thigh; there are no traces of the images kilt, which led them to suggest the 
figure was standing; however, that position is not the appropriate position for the hand of a 
standing figure. A third fragment contains the remains of a cartouche that appears to have come 
                                                             
2535 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 54. 
2536 Phoenix Ancient Art, Crystal 4, p. 24.  
2537 Phoenix Ancient Art, Crystal 4, p. 22. 
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from the throne of a seated statue. There are no measurements given for the secondary 
fragments. The sides of the throne appear to be anepigraphic, which is unusual for those statues 
that were life-size or larger during the reign of Senwosret III. 
 
Inscriptions: 
One inscribed fragment:  
 
ZA Ra 4nwsrt … 
Son of Re Senwosret … 
 
Bibliography: 
Crystal 4 (Phoenix Ancient Art, Genève-New York), 2012, n° 4, pp. 21-23; Connor, “Pierres et 
statues,” No. 54	
	
London, British Museum –  
	
No. 38 (pl. XVIII) 
 
* British Museum EA 18492538  
 
 Headless Sphinx of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite (brown) 
Measurements: H = 50 cm; W = 42 cm; L = 107 cm; Weight = 323.5 kg. 
Provenance: Unknown  
Comments: Quartzite Group 
 
The Quartzite Group includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2, the Alexandria Sphinx, British Museum EA 
1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, EA 1849, EA 20818, and EA 20819, Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim 
No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, Louvre E 25370, and Metropolitan Museum of Art 
26.7.1394. The statues of the Quartzite Group are all very uniform in style and as such were 
likely carved in the same workshop. 
 
The museum purchased this statue from Christies in 1974. London BM EA 1849 appears in Polz’s 








                                                             
2538 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
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An inscription of Senwosret III appears on breast of the sphinx. A secondary inscription on right 
shoulder mentions “Apophis, beloved of Wadjet, Mistress of Imt.”2539 According to Delia, a 
goddess with this description is attested at Tell Nabasha, leading some to suggest it originated 
there; however, this inscription is not associated with Senwosret III. 
 
Chest –  
nTr nfr (2a-kAw-Ra) … 
“The Good God, Khakaure …” 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 342, pl. 184; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 60; Delia, 
A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, pp. 160-161; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, Sphinx Appendix 32, 
pp. 66, 93, pl. 86e-h; Goedicke, “A New Hyksos Inscription,” pp. 10-12; James, “Notes on 
Selected Acquisitions in 1974,” pp. 223-224, fig. 250; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” pp. 237 n. 65, 242 n. 88, 244 n. 95, 248 n. 115; Warmenbol, Sphinx, pp. 94, 
220, Cat. 69; Wenzel, “Ein Sphinxkopf aus der 12. Dynastie,” p. 350. 
 
London, University College, Petrie Museum –  
 
No. 39 (pl. XIII) 
 
* UC146352540  
 
 Lower Part of Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 31 cm; W = 14.9 cm 
Provenance: Hierakonpolis 
Comments: Brooklyn Group 
 
The Brooklyn Group includes: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, Brooklyn 
52.1, Cairo CG 422, Detroit 31.68, Elephantine No. 103, Luzern K 411, Jaquet-Gordon A 474, 
London UC14635, and Vienna AS 6. All of the examples of this style are roughly the same size (c. 
55 cm) and depict the king seated, wearing the shendjet kilt, bull’s tail, a bracelet on the right 
wrist, and Senwosret III’s signature amulet necklace. Each statue is dedicated to a different 
deity, who is associated with a particular sanctuary. The iconographic features of this group are 
very uniform, although there are some variants. 
 
Description: 
Damaged lower portion of seated statue of Senwosret III, preserved from waist down. The king 
sits on block throne, wearing the bull’s tail, with his feet resting on the nine bows. 
 
                                                             
2539 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, 161. 
2540 I would like to thank the staff of the Petire Museum at University College London for providing me 




There are two inscriptions flanking the king’s legs and continuing down onto the base. 
 
Right –  
[1r] … w nTr-[nfr] 2A-kAw Ra … 
Horus… the Good God Khakaure 
 
Left –  
1r [nTr-xpr]w [nTr]-nfr 2A-kAw-Ra … 
Horus Netjer-Kheperu, the Good God Khakaure 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 334-336, 339-340, pl. 178; Connor, “Pierres et 
statues,” No. 21; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, p. 34 n. 160; Page, Egyptian Sculpture, p. 27, no. 29; 
Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 234 n. 44, 237 n. 65, 249 n. 122; PM 
VIII, 800-364-400. 
 
New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art –  
 
No. 40 (pls. VIII, LXII) 
 
* Metropolitan Museum of Art 17.9.22541  
 
 Sphinx of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Gneiss 
Measurements: H = 42.5 cm; L = 73 cm; W = 29 cm 
Provenance: Karnak (likely) 
Comments: Karnak Sphinx Series  
 
The Karnak Sphinx Series consists of at least one pair of gneiss sphinxes: New York MMA 17.9.2 
and fragments from another sphinx once located in the Sheikh Labib Magazine; a cartouche on 
the chest of MMA 17.9.2 secures the date of this pair, while the location of the Sheik Labib 
sphinx establishes their point of origin. 
 
Description: 
Classic Sphinx of Senwosret III, forelegs and nose missing. This face of this sphinx is carved in the 
Later Style, older sub-group. Freed has described the body as elegant and abstract, with taut 
lines indicating an animal ready to pounce.2542 Seidel and Wildung have defined the king as more 
withdrawn in this image, which they have proposed seeks to unite the divine majesty and the 
burdens of human existence.2543 
                                                             
2541 I would like to thank the staff of the Metropolitan Museum of Art for providing me with the 
opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
2542 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux de Sesostris III,” p. 40. 





The upper part of the chest inscription remains, which gives the king’s Horus name and throne 
name. 
 
Chest Inscription –  
1r NTr-xprw 2a-kaw-Re … 
“Horus, Netjer-Kheperu, Khakaure …” 
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Plastik,” pp. 212, 299 fig. 341; Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” 
pp. 43, 45, fig. 25 and 26; Aufrere, “The Middle Kingdom,” p. 46, fig. 4; Brandl, “Late Middle 
Kingdom or Late Period,” pp. 46-47, fig. 16; Breasted, Geschichte Ägyptens, fig. 95; Cartocci, 
Ancient Egyptian Art, p. 112; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 342, pls. 177, 188, 196; 
Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 6, No. 70; Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen 
Empire, p. 28; Delia, “Khakaure Senwosret III, King & Man,” pp. 25, 29; Dorman, Egypt and Near 
East, pp. 42-43, fig. 27; Engelbach, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” pp. 21, 25-26; Farsen, 
Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 27-29; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, Sphinx Appendix 30, pp. 21 n. 92, 65, 
94, pl. 87a-b; Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux de Sesostris III,” p. 40; Habachi, “The Gneiss Sphinx of 
Sesostris III,” pp. 11-16; Hayes, “Royal Portraits of the Twelfth Dynasty,” p. 122 bottom; Hayes, 
Scepter I, pp. 198-199, 197 fig. 119; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. 
Dynastie, p. 93; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” pp. 85-90, fig. 1d; Lange, Sesostris, pp. 
29, 30, 48, pl. 28-31; Lange and Hirmer, Egypt: Architecture, Sculpture, Painting, p. 313, fig. 106; 
Letellier, “Découverte d’une Tête Colossale de Sesostris III a Karnak,” pp. 171 n. 14, 172 n. 15; 
Morfoisse and Andreu-Lanoë (eds.) Sésostris III Pharaon de Légende, pp. 47, 278; Oppenheim et 
al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt Transformed, pp. 79-83, Cat. 24; Pijoan, Summa Artis, vol. III, p. 193 fig. 
256 (called Sesostris I); Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 230 n. 18, 234 
n. 35, 237 n. 63, 243 n. 92, 248 n. 116; PM VIII, 800-364-500; Pouwels, Sésostris III Pharaon de 
Légende, p. 47; Robins, Egyptian Statues, p. 24, fig. 21; Ranke, The Art of Ancient Egypt, p. 16, fig. 
95; Russman, ‘Egyptian Art,’ No. 12; Spanel, Through Ancient Eyes, p. 66; Steindorff, A Royal 
Head from Ancient Egypt, p. 19, pl. 25; Steindorff, “A Portrait-Statue of Sesostris III,” pp. 48-49, 
fig. 4; Vandersleyen, Das Alte Agypten, p. 237, pl. 163; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 191, pl. LXVIII.6; 
Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III at Abydos, p. 203; Wenzel, “Ein Sphinxkopf aus 
der 12. Dynastie,” pp. 345, 348, 350, fig. 1.11, fig. 2.5, fig. 3.12, fig. 5.3; Wildung (ed.), Agypten 
2000, pp. 95, 101, 103, 181, Cat. 34; Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, pp. 196, 198, fig. 173; 
Wildung, Sesostris und Amenemhet, pp. 196, 198 fig. 173. 
	
Thebes, Karnak Temple, Sheik Labib Magazine –  
 
No. 41 (pl. VIII) 
 
Sheikh Labib Magazine  
 





Measurements: Max H = 30 cm2544 
Provenance: Karnak (likely) 
Comments: Karnak Sphinx Series  
 
The Karnak Sphinx Series consists of at least one pair of gneiss sphinxes: New York MMA 17.9.2 
and fragments from another sphinx once located in the Sheikh Labib Magazine; a cartouche on 
the chest of MMA 17.9.2 secures the date of this pair, while the location of the Sheik Labib 
sphinx establishes their point of origin. This sphinx is no longer inside the magazine and its 
current location is unknown, its CNRS-CFEETK inventory number is KIU 536.2545 
 
Description: 
The Sheikh Labib sphinx is very fragmentary; it is missing its head and rear half. 
 
Inscriptions: 
These fragments preserve a chest inscription that includes the king’s Horus name and two 
titles.2546 
 
Chest Inscription –  
(1) 1r NTr-xprw (2) 2a-kAw-Ra 
“Horus Netjer-Kheperu, Khakaure” 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 71; Fay, Louvre Sphinx, pp. 65-66, No. 31; Habachi, “The Gneiss 
Sphinx of Sesostris III,” pp. 12-16, fig. 2-4 and 10; Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments 
Reconsidered,” p. 87; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 93, 
315, No. 210; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 237 n. 65, 248 n. 116; 
Wenzel, “Ein Sphinxkopf aus der 12. Dynastie,” p. 350. 
 
Group 3 – Attributed Stylistically, Provenance Known: 
 
Abydos –  
 
No. 42 (pls. III, LXII) 
 
* BM EA 6082547  
 
 Colossal Head of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granite 
Measurements: H = 86.4 cm; W = c. 25 cm; D = 51 cm 
                                                             
2544 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 315. 
2545 Personal communication with Sébastien Biston-Moulin, 1/18/2017. 
2546 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, pp. 93, 315, No. 210. 
2547 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
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Provenance: Abydos, Temple of Osiris 
Comments: Abydos Temple of Osiris Series 
 
The Osiris Temple Series includes two main examples: Mariette 1880 and London BM EA 608, 
although Petrie and Mariette have noted fragments of additional statues.2548 It is possible that 
this head joins Mariette 1880.2549 
 
Description: 
Head from a colossal statue of Senwosret III wearing the white crown. The statue is badly 
weathered with significant damage to its left side including the ear, nose, and chin. It fits most 
closely with the Later Style, older sub-type. Freed has highlighted the fine quality of the 
modeling, despite the damage.2550 She draws attention to the thick eyebrows that form a sharp 
angle at the outside corner and the three-dimensional quality of the eyes. Further, diagonal 
furrows come from the interior corners of the eyes and stress the drooping bags under the eyes.  
Parallel diagonal furrows continue from the upper end of the nostrils until the straight mouth.  
 
Bibliography: 
Ayrton et al., Abydos III, p. 48, pl. XII, 4 and 5; Baikie, A History of Egypt I, p. 377; von Bissing, 
Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 26a; British Museum, A Guide to the Egyptian 
Collection (1909), p. 217; British Museum, A Guide to the Egyptian Galleries (Sculpture), p. 47; 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 332, 343, 344 n. 1115, pl. 189; Connor, “Pierres et 
statues,” p. 4, fig. 1, No. 43; Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 
43; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 141; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 13-14; 
Fechheimer, Die Plastik der Ägypter, pp. 43, 46, pl. 51; Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux de Sesostris 
III,” p. 38; James and Davies, Egyptian Sculpture, p. 27, fig. 30; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 100, 332, No. 247; Lange, Sesostris, p. 48; Letellier, 
“Découverte d’une Tête Colossale de Sesostris III a Karnak,” p. 172 n. 17; Meyer, Geschischte des 
Altertums, p. 294; Morfoisse and Andreu-Lanoë (eds.) Sésostris III Pharaon de Légende, p. 194, 
fig. 5, 274; Naville, The XIth Dynasty Temple at Deir el-Bahari I, p. 37; Naville, The XIth Dynasty 
Temple at Deir el-Bahari III, p. 11; Petrie, Abydos I, p. 28, pl. LV[6 and 7]; Polz, “Die Bildnisse 
Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 228 n. 7, 230 n. 18, 234 n. 38 and 42, 236, 237 n. 64, 239 
n. 73, 242 n. 77; PM V, 42; Schäfer, Das altägyptische Bildnis, pl. 15; Sourouzian, “Standing royal 
colossi of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 240; Vandier, Egyptian Sculpture, no. 52, pl. 52; Vandier, 
Maneul III, pp. 189, 195, pl. LX.3; Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 100 (Identified as 
Amenemhet III); Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, p. 324 fig. 262.  
 
Medamoud –  
 
No. 43 (pls. X, LXII) 
 
* Cairo, CG 4862551  
                                                             
2548 Mariette, Catalogue General, p. 29. 
2549 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 332, 343, 344 n. 1115. 
2550 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux de Sesostris III,” p. 38. 




 Head of a King 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 29 cm2552 
Provenance: Medamoud, Temple of Montu 
Comments: Medamoud Series 
 
This statue is part of a large group of statues and statue fragments discovered at Medamoud 
that date to the reign of Senwosret III, including: Cairo CG 486 and JE 66569; Louvre E 12960, E 
12961, and E 12962; and a series of fragments stored onsite. Cairo CG 486 predates the French 
excavations at Medamoud by 40 years. The local inspector for the Service des Antiquities 
discovered the head in 1895 and it came to the Cairo Museum in 1914.2553   
 
Description: 
Head of Senwosret III wearing the nemes; the nose, ears, and chin are damaged. This image is in 
the Later Style and is most similar to Louvre E 12962. While both of these faces are closer in 
apparent age to Louvre E 19261, they are not quite as extreme. They share the more 
pronounced lower jaw, but are not as accentuated in the areas of the eyes and the mouth. The 
lower lip protrudes forward, but the corners of the mouth are not as downturned.  
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 42 n. 66; Bisson de la Roque, RdE 5 
(1946), pp. 26, 34; Bisson de la Roque, Rapport sur Les Fouilles de Medamoud (1925), part I, p. 
34; Bisson de la Roque, Rapport sur Les Fouilles de Medamoud (1926), part I, p. 105; Borchardt, 
Statuen und Statuetten II, p. 65, pl. 81[486]; Boreux, “A propos d’un linteau représentant 
Sésostris III,” pp. 2, 12, 13, fig. 6 and 7; Breasted, Geschichte Ägyptens, fig. 94; Byvanck, De kunst 
der oudheid, pl. XXVIII (99); Cairo Museum, A Brief Description of the Principal Monuments, p. 
31, No. 340; Cartocci, Ancient Egyptian Art, p. 111; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 342, 
pls. 177, 186-187; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” pp. 13-14, No. 15; Cottevielle-Giraudet, Rapport 
sur Les Fouilles de Medamoud (1931 et 1932), part I, pl. XLVII; Corteggiani, L’Egypte des 
pharaons, p. 97, Cat. 39; Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, pp. 28-
29; Donadoni, Egyptian Museum Cairo, pp. 72-74; Donadoni, Beruhmte Museum, pp. 64-66; 
Engelbach, Introduction to Egyptian Archaeology, p. 152, pl. XII[2]; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, 
pp. 35-36; Lange, Sesostris, pp. 31, 49, pl. 37; Hamann, Agptische Kunst, Wesen und Geschichte, 
p. 171, fig. 173; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 108, 330, 
No. 242; Legrain, “Notes sur le dieu Montou,” pp. 83-84; Maspero, Guide du Visiteur au Musee 
du Caire (1914), p. 111, No. 315; Michalowski, L’art de l’ancienne Égypte, p. 211, Cat. 84; Müller, 
“Self-perception and self-assertion in the portrait of Senwosret III,” p. 50; H.W. Müller et al. 
(eds.), 5000 Jahre Ägyptische Kunst, pp. 50, 95, Cat. 72; Murray, Egyptian Sculpture, p. 81, pl. 
XVIII[1]; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 229 n. 11 and n. 12, 234 n. 
35, 235, 237 n. 64, 239 n. 74, Pl. 48c; PM V, 150; PM VIII, p. 13; Ranke, The Art of Ancient Egypt, 
p. 16, fig. 94; Smith, Art and Architecture, p. 102, fig. 182; Vandersleyen, Das Alte Agypten, p. 37; 
                                                             
2552 Cairo Museum Scholars Search Database. 
2553 Legrain, “Notes sur le dieu Montou,” BIFAO 12 (1916): 83-84. 
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Vandier, Egyptian Sculpture, No. 50, pl. 50; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 184, pl. LXII.1; Weigall, 
Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 100 (called Amenemhet III); Westendorf, Das Alte Ägypten, pp. 
90-91; Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, fig. 261. 
	
No. 44 (pls. X, LXII) 
 
* Louvre E.129622554  
 
 Face of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 15.5 cm; L = 14 cm; D = 12.5 cm 
Provenance: Medamoud, Temple of Montu 
Comments: Medamoud Series 
 
This statue is part of a large group of statues and statue fragments discovered at Medamoud 
that date to the reign of Senwosret III, including: Cairo CG 486 and JE 66569; Louvre E 12960, E 
12961, and E 12962; and a series of fragments stored onsite at Medamoud. Excavators 
uncovered this facial fragment (Medamoud Inv. No. 10562555) during the 1927 excavations, in 
hole in the pavement of the North Court, in the Center-North section and it is similar to Cairo CG 
486. 2556  
 
Description: 
Facial fragment of Senwosret III that preserves the right eye and lower face; the nose and ears 
are gone. This face represents the Later Style, Intermediary Sub-Group and is closest in style to 
Cairo CG 486; the traits of the two are outlined briefly in the previous entry and in more detail, 
in the section on the Medamoud Series in Chapters Four and Six.  
 
Bibliography: 
Bisson de la Roque, Rapport sur Les Fouilles de Medamoud (1925), part I, pp. 32, 33-34, pl. IVa; 
Bisson de la Roque, Rapport sur Les Fouilles de Medamoud (1926), part I, p. 105; Boreux, “A 
propos d’un linteau représentant Sésostris III,” pp. 2, 12, fig. 5; Connor, Images du pouvoir en 
Égypte, p. 342, pls. 187, 196; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” pp. 13-14, No. 33; Delange, Catalogue 
des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 29; Donadoni, Arte egizia, p. 68, fig. 77; Driotion 
and Bourguet, Les pharaons, p. 183, fig. 42; Evers, Staat I, pl. 87; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, 
pp. 44-45; de Gironcourt, “Un grand pharaon arrive au Louvre,” p. 478; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 97, 108, 331, No. 243; Lange, Sesostris, pp. 31, 50, 
pl. 38; Morfoisse and Andreu-Lanoë (eds.) Sésostris III Pharaon de Légende, p. 23, fig. 2; Müller, 
“Self-perception and self-assertion in the portrait of Senwosret III,” p. 50; Polz, “Die Bildnisse 
Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 234 n. 35, 237 n. 64; PM V, 148; Taggart, “A Quartzite 
Head of Sesostris III,” p. 12, fig. 5; Vandersleyen, Das Alte Agypten, p. 37; Vandier, Egyptian 
                                                             
2554 I would like to thank the staff of the Louvre for providing me with the opportunity to study and 
photograph this object. 
2555 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part I, pp. 32, 33-34.  
2556 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part I, pp. 33-34. 
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Sculpture, No. 51, pl. 51; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 185, pl. LXII.5; Vandier-Sougez, une vue l’Egypte 
des pharaons, no. 3; Ziegler, The Louvre, p. 36.  
	




 Misc. Fragments from Medamoud 
 
This group of miscellaneous fragments comes from the French excavations at Medamoud. The 
fragments grouped here are small; however, they are included in this entry to help illustrate 
Senwosret III’s investment in the site. 
 
Description of Inv. No. 46: 
Fragment of the top of a royal head, likely Senwosret III. Found under the Ptolemaic pavement 
in the East-South section.2557  
Granodiorite; 16 x 12 cm 
 
Description of Inv. No. 47: 
Fragment of a royal head, likely Senwosret III that preserves part of the ear and nemes. Found 
with Inv. No. 46.2558 
Granodiorite 
 
Description of Inv. Nos. 49+50+2242+3402+4054+4071: 
No. 49 consists of four fragments from a sphinx found in the Ptolemaic Level in the East-South 
Section preserving part of the tail and the rear right leg and claws.2559 No. 50 represents eight 
fragments of another sphinx found in the same location.2560 No. 2242 consists of another 15 
sphinx fragments, which were found near the SE corner of the temple.2561 Bisson de la Roque 
suggests that it was possibly in the same style as the MMA sphinx, but it is too badly destroyed 
to be sure. Additional fragments were found in the Copto-Byzantine installations during the 
clearing of the West Esplanade of the temple. During that season, Inv. No. 4071 was created for 
a sphinx, which previously consisted of Inv. Nos. 49, 50, 2242, 3402, and 4054.2562 Hirsch has 
suggested that these fragments are the remains of three maned-sphinxes, a style otherwise 
unattested in the reign of Senwosret III.2563 
Granodiorite; length of base = 190 cm 
Additional Bibliography: Fay, Louvre Sphinx, Appendix No. 34-36. 
 
Description of Inv. No. 52: 
                                                             
2557 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 34, fig. 26 (top, fourth from left). 
2558 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 34, fig. 26 (top, far right). 
2559 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part I, p. 39. 
2560 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, part I, p. 39. 
2561 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 107. 
2562 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 7, p. 37 
2563 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 98. 
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Fragment of the left thigh of a seated statue of Senwosret III, found under the Ptolemaic level in 
the East-South section of the temple.2564 
Dark Granite; H = 40 cm 
 
Description of Inv. No. 54: 
Fragmentary statue base with feet resting atop the nine bows; found with Inv. No. 52.2565 
Granodiorite; H = 20 cm 
 
Description of Inv. Nos. 152, 153, and 155:  
Three fragments of royal heads all found together.2566 
Granodiorite 
 
Description of Inv. No. 265: 
Fragment from a seated statue of Senwosret III with two small female figures framing his legs. 
Found against a wall on top of the pavement of the Ptolemaic Temple; likely reused during the 
Ptolemaic period.2567 Royal Women Group 
Granodiorite; H = 90 cm 
 
Description of Inv. No 266: 
Poorly preserved fragment of a base and feet from a seated royal statue. Found in the western 
part of the est-axe section.2568 Bisson de la Roque has suggested that it belongs with Inv. No. 
730, a group statue, and the fragments from two granite sphinxes. 
Granite; H = 120 cm 
 
Description of Inv. No. 608: 
Fragment that preserves part of the seat and leg of a seated statue. Found under Inv. No. 
606.2569 
Granodiorite; H = 35 cm 
 
Description of Inv. No. 610: 
Fragment of a head. Found east of No. 607 in the East-North section of the Ptolemaic 
pavement.2570 
Granite; H = 17 cm; L = 20 cm; W = 16 cm 
 
Description of Inv. No. 727: 
Lower part of statue of Senwosret III with feet. Found near exterior line of east wall of Chamber 
XVIII, on the Ptolemaic level in the East-North section.2571 
                                                             
2564 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 39, figs. 8 and 27 (right). 
2565 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 39, fig. 27 (left). 
2566 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 34, fig. 26 (top, far left) 
2567 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 37. 
2568 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 39. 
2569 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 38. 
2570 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 34. 
2571 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 38. 
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Granodiorite; H = 75 cm 
 
Description of Inv. No. 730: 
Fragment of a group statue including the side of the right leg and a smaller female figure. Found 
east of Inv. No. 727 on the Ptolemaic level in the East-North section.2572 
Royal Women Group 
Granodiorite; H = 23 cm 
 
Description of Inv. Nos. 904 and 947: 
Fragments from the same group preserving the upper part of a royal head, likely Senwosret III. 
Found north of the portico in the West-North Section.2573 
Granodiorite 
Additional Bibliography: Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 242 n. 80; 
Cottevielle-Giraudet, Les Fouilles de Medamoud FIFAO 9, p. 98 fig. 41. 
 
Description of Inv. No. 2045: 
Facial fragment that preserves the corner of the eye and part of the right cheekbone. Found in 
north part of Great Court.2574 
Granodiorite; 1 x 2.5 cm 
 
Description of Inv. No. 2052: 
Fragment that preserves the lower part of a face. Found in North part of Great Court.2575 Found 
in association with the debris of several 12th Dynasty limestone statues with the cartouche of 
Senwosret III that had been reused in the temple. 
Granodiorite; 13 x 9 x 7 cm 
 
Description of Inv. No. 2053: 
Fragment that preserves part of the right eye. Found with Inv. No. 2052.2576 
Granodiorite; H = 10 cm 
 
Description of Inv. No. 2121: 
Fragment that preserves the right knee, right hand, and part of royal kilt. Found with Inv. 
2120.2577 
Granodiorite; H = 38 cm 
 
Semna –  
 
No. 46 (pls. XI, LXII) 
 
                                                             
2572 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 39.  
2573 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 3, p. 35, fig. 26 (top, 4th from right). 
2574 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 67. 
2575 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 67. 
2576 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 5, p. 72. 
2577 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, p. 106. 
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* Boston MFA 24.17642578  
 
 Fragments from Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granite 
Measurements: H = 14.2 cm; W = 11.6 cm; Th = 10.7 cm 
Provenance: Semna West, Temple of Dedwen, Room LVII 
Comments: Semna Series 
 
This statue is one of three from the Temple of Dedwen at Semna: Khartoum 447, 448, and 
Boston MFA 24.1764. Archaeologists uncovered the Boston fragments during the 1924 Harvard 
University-Boston Museum of Fine Arts Expedition at Semna, in Room LVII of the Temple of 
Dedwen, one of the rooms east and south of the Taharqa Temple in the eastern area of the 
fort.2579 They made their way to the MFA by means of the division of finds under the 
government of Sudan. This statue appears in Polz’s general catalogue and in Connor’s Marked 
Visage Group (Diss) and is included but unclassified in CRIEPL 2016.  
 
Description: 
Two small fragments of a granite statue of Senwosret III. One preserves part of the king’s 
pleated kilt and the other, the upper part of his face and portions of his nemes headdress. I have 
attributed this head stylistically, based primarily on the king’s eyes, which are rounded with very 
heavy exaggerated eyelids and modeled eyebrows. They are characteristic of the Later Style, but 
without more of the face it is hard to say which sub-group. 
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Plastik,” p. 212; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 352, pls. 190; Connor, “Pierres 
et statues,” p. 3 n. 3, No. 38; Dunham and Janssen, Semna Kumma, p. 28, pl. 125a-b; Farsen, Die 
Plastik Seostris III, p. 11; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 106; 
Müller, “Die Königsplastik des Mittleren Reiches,” p. 44; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” 234 n. 36; PM VII, p. 150. 
 
Serabit el-Khadim –  
 
No. 47 (pl. XII, LXI) 
 
* Boston MFA 05.195a-c2580  
 
 Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Sandstone 
                                                             
2578 I would like to thank the staff of the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston for providing me with the 
opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
2579 Dunham and Janssen, Semna Kumma, p. 28. 
2580 I would like to thank the staff of the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston for providing me with the 
opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
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Measurements: Restored H = 26.6 cm 
Provenance: Serabit el-Khadim, Temple of Hathor 
Comments: Serabit el-Khadim Series 
 




Seated statue of Senwosret III that depicts the king with his hands on his kilt and wearing the 
nemes with uraeus. This statue is interesting, as it appears to be an outlier in terms of 
iconography. It does not wear a necklace, it is very boxy, and it is totally uninscribed. Many of 
these subtle differences, as well as difference in quality, are likely the result of an inexperienced 
artist who carved the image on location during a mining expedition.2582  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 344, pls. 177, 190; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 72; 
Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, 114; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, p. 20; Freed, “Les 
Portraits Royaux de Sesostris III,” p. 41; Freed et al., MFA Highlights, fig. 24; Hirsch, Kultpolitik 
und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 108, 338, No. 267; Morfoisse and Andreu-
Lanoë (eds.) Sésostris III Pharaon de Légende, pp. 41, fig. 10, 285; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ 
III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 234 n. 40 and 42, 237 n. 62, 246 n. 107, 247 n. 113, 248; PM VII, p. 
358; Smith, Ancient Egypt, p. 93, fig. 55; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 190. 
 
No. 48 (pl. XII, LXI) 
 
* London BM EA 417482583  
 
 Sphinx of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Sandstone 
Measurements: H = 15.5 cm; L = 23 cm; W = 8.9 cm 
Provenance: Serabit el-Khadim 
Comments: Serabit el-Khadim Series 
 
Petrie uncovered this sphinx in 1905 and initially dated it to the New Kingdom. However, most 




                                                             
2581 Petrie and Currelly, Researches in Sinai, fig. 130[right]. 
2582 All scholars do not hold this opinion. Freed has suggested that, based on its small size, the image was 
likely carved in the Nile Valley and exported. Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux de Sesostris III,” p. 41. 
2583 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
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Small, very worn, rudimentary sphinx; forepaws missing. Traits that connect the image to 
Senwosret III include: the high-set ears, straight mouth, modeled eyebrows, and puffy eyelids. A 
very elementary inscription appears on the right should that reads, “beloved of Hathor, Mistress 
of Turquoise.” The inscription does not name the king. An incomplete inscription between the 
paws once held a royal name. A third inscription, on the left should and base in Proto-Sinatic 
script, makes this sphinx bilingual.2584 It is most likely that Asiatics working in the Sinai alongside 
the Egyptians wrote the Proto-Sinatic inscriptions known at Serabit el-Khadim.2585 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 10, No. 73; Morfoisse and Andreu-Lanoë (éd.), Sésostris III. 
Pharaon de légende, no. 190, p. 285; PV VII, p. 360; Strudwick, Masterpieces of Ancient Egypt, 
pp. 109-109. 
 
No. 49 (pl. XII, LXI) 
 
Toronto ROM 906.16.111  
 




Provenance: Serabit el-Khadim 
Comments: Serabit el-Khadim Series 
 
Description: 
Statue of Senwosret III broken off at waist. The king wears the nemes, false beard, and amulet 
necklace. The beard is unusual for images under-life-size, so are the figure’s plastic eyebrows 
and overly large, full lips. The style of the eyes, ears, and necklace are all characteristic of 
Senwosret III. It again appears to be the case that this statue was carved on location, by 
somewhat less experienced artists.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 344-345, pl. 190; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 10, 
fig. 6, No. 74; Valbelle and Bonnet, Le sanctuaire d’Hathor, p. 10, fig. 13.  
 
Group 4 – Attributed Stylistically, Provenance Unknown 
 
Berlin –  
	
No. 50 (pls. XIX, LXII) 
 
                                                             
2584 Strudwick, Masterpieces of Ancient Egypt, pp. 109-109. 
2585 Strudwick, Masterpieces of Ancient Egypt, pp. 109-109. 
2586 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 73.  
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* Berlin 95292587  
 
 Head of Senwosret III Wearing White Crown 
 
Material: Granite 
Measurements: H = 21 cm; W = 7.3 cm; D = 16.5 cm 
Provenance: Unknown (possibly Karnak2588) 
Comments:  
 
Freed has proposed that this statue may have come from Karnak, and if so it would likely have 
been accompanied by a statue wearing the red crown; both would have served as a votive 
offering in the temple of Amun.2589 Based on the presence of the white crown, Farsen has 
suggested alternatively that the statue may have been dressed in the Sed-Festival garment.2590 
Either scenario is possible. Berlin 9529 appears in Polz’s general catalogue and in Connor’s 
Marked Visage Group (Diss) and is unclassified in his CRIEPL 2016 catalogue.  
 
Description: 
Head of an under-life-size statue of Senwosret III. The king is standing and wearing the white 
crown; the ear, nose, and chin are damaged. While the upper part of the back pillar is preserved, 
it is anepigraphic. Freed has praised the craftsmanship of this head, despite its small size, 
highlighting the perfectly modeled drooping eyes, the amalgamation of the dark circles and the 
high cheekbones, the additional lines from the nostrils to the mouth, the chin, and the ears.2591 
The image has modeled eyebrows, heavy eyelids, bags under the eyes, strong nasolabial folds, 
an accentuated musculature around the mouth, and once wore a false beard. It is similar to the 
three colossal heads of Senwosret III from Karnak, which were also executed in granite. 
 
Bibliography: 
Berlin Museum, Führer durch das Berliner Ägyptische Museum, p. 50; Connor, Images du pouvoir 
en Égypte, p. 344, pls. 177, 190; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 4, No. 37; Farsen, Die Plastik 
Seostris III, p. 42; Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux de Sesostris III,” pp. 38, 40; Meyer, Geschischte 
des Altertums, p. 294; Morfoisse and Andreu-Lanoë (eds.) Sésostris III Pharaon de Légende, pp. 
39, fig. 8, 274; Museen zu Berlin, Aegyptischen Altertümer und Gipsabgüsse, p. 80; Polz, “Die 
Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 236, 237 n. 64, 239 n. 71, 243 n. 92, 249 n. 122; 
Prise (ed.), Ägyptisches Museum, p. 51, Cat. 32; PM VIII, 800-493-200; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 190 
(as 9526); Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 95, 107, 182, Cat. 39; Wildung, Egyptian Art in 
Berlin, p. 15, fig. 11; Wildung and Schoske, Last Exit Munich, pp. 53, 56, No. 39.  
	
                                                             
2587 I would like to thank the staff of the Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung in Berlin for 
providing me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
2588 The following have suggested Karnak as the original location of Berlin 9529: Berlin Museum, Führer 
durch das Berliner Ägyptische Museum, p. 50; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, p. 42; Freed, “Les Portraits 
Royaux de Sesostris III,” pp. 38, 40. 
2589 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux de Sesostris III,” pp. 38, 40. 
2590 Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, p. 42. 
2591 Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux de Sesostris III,” p. 38, 40. 
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Cambridge, Fitzwilliam Museum –  
	
No. 51 (pls. X, LXII) 
 
* Fitzwilliam E.37.19302592  
 
 Colossal Head of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granite 
Measurements: L = 0.335 m; W = 0.34 m 
Provenance: Unknown (likely Medamoud) 
Comments: Medamoud Series 
 
Connor has proposed that this head originally came from Medamoud and may join one of the 
bodies located in the on-site magazine.2593 Further, this statue likely forms a pair with Fitzwilliam 
E.GA.3005.1943, which may join the other colossal fragment from Medamoud. This head came 
to the Fitzwilliam in 1930, as a gift of F.W. Green. 
 
Description: 
Over-life-size head of Senwosret III wearing the nemes; the ears and nose are broken off. 
According to Connor, E.37.1930 and its twin, E.GA.3005.1943, exhibit many of the same 
peculiarities, including: the contour of the face, which aligns with that of Vienna AS 5813; the 
huge, wide-open eyes and swollen eyelids; and the line of the brow indicated in relief.2594 He has 
defined the features as more pronounced that those on the head from Vienna and less than 
those from Karnak or Medamoud. He also notes that if in fact these to heads do come from 
Medamoud, the treatment of the facial features is substantially different than those in 
granodiorite.  
 
This image has high cheekbones and a somewhat squared jaw, but it is not as hollowed or 
sunken as those examples of the Later Style, old sub-group from Medamoud; therefore, it likely 
depicted the king at an intermediary stage. However, the mouth is very accentuated with 
additional lines at each corner of the mouth that draw them even further downward. The eyes 
too betray the more exaggerated older style; they are large and very rounded with swollen lids 
and bags underneath. The eyebrows are incised, a feature that is associated with several other 
granite statues; the ears are very high and set at an angle. It is hard to settle on exactly where 
this piece falls on the age spectrum and while it does not appear as aged as Louvre E 12961, it is 
definitely at the older end of the intermediary group. 
 
Bibliography: 
Baines, “On the Status and Purposes of Ancient Egyptian Art,” pp. 80-81, fig. 10; Bourriau, 
Pharaohs and Mortals, pp. 41-42, Cat. 28; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 332, 342-
                                                             
2592 I would like to thank the staff of the Petire Museum at University College London for providing me 
with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
2593 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 332. The body is labeled at Medamoud No. 10. 
2594 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 343. 
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343, 346, pls. 186, 189; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 39; Delange, Catalogue des statues 
égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 45 n. 2; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, p. 37; Hardwick, “The 
Obsidian King’s Origins,” p. 15; Harris, Egyptian Art, pp. 36-7, pl. 17; Polz, “Die Bildnisse 
Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 228 n. 7 and 8, 229 n. 12, 230 n. 18, 236, 237 n. 64, 239 n. 
74, Pl. 49b; PM VIII, 800-493-600; Treasures of the Fitzwilliam, p. 184; Vassilika, Egyptian Art, p. 
30, Cat. 11; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 190; Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 95, 96, 181, Cat. 30; 
Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, p. 206, fig. 178; Wildung, Sesostris und Amenemhet, p. 204 fig. 
178, 206; Winter, The Fitzwilliam Museum, no. 4; Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, p. 326 fig. 26. 
 
No. 52 (pls. X, LXII) 
 
* Fitzwilliam, E.GA.3005.19432595  
 
 Facial Fragment from a Colossal Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granite 
Measurements: L = 20 cm; W = 15 cm 
Provenance: Unknown (likely Medamoud) 
Comments: Medamoud Series 
 
Connor has proposed that this head originally came from Medamoud and may join one of the 
bodies located in the on-site magazine.2596 Further, this statue likely forms a pair with Fitzwilliam 




Facial fragment from an over-life-size statue of Senwosret III. In my opinion this statue 
represents the Later Style, Youthful Sub-Group. The mouth is distinctive from that of 
E.GA.3005.1943 and the face is full. Further, this example is missing the additional lines of 
accentuation to pull down the corners of the mother, there is less overlapping at the outer 
canthi of the eyelids, = the cheekbones are high, and the cheeks full.  
 
Bibliography: 
Bourriau, Pharaohs and Mortals, pp. 43-44; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 332, 342-
343, pls. 186-187; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 40; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” p. 237 n. 64; PM VIII, 800-493-610; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 190. 
 
Copenhagen, National Museum 
 
No. 53 (pls. XVII, LXII) 
 
AAb 212  
                                                             
2595 I would like to thank the staff of the Petire Museum at University College London for providing me 
with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 




 Head from a Colossal Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite 
Measurements: H = 220-250 cm2597 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Quartzite Group 
 
The Quartzite Group includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2, the Alexandria Sphinx, British Museum EA 
1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, EA 1849, EA 20818, and EA 20819, Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim 
No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, Louvre E 25370, and Metropolitan Museum of Art 
26.7.1394. The statues of the Quartzite Group are all very uniform in style and as such were 
likely carved in the same workshop. This head appears in Polz and in Connor’s Marked Visage 
Group, Quartzite Colossi sub-group (Diss.) and is unclassified in CRIEPL 2016. Porter and Moss 
have attributed the head to Amenemhet III;2598 however, it clearly fits stylistically with 
Senwosret III.  
 
Description: 
Over-life-size head of Senwosret III wearing the nemes headdress; very damaged, lower third of 
face (including mouth) missing. This head fits well with the Quartzite Group, it has modeled 
eyebrows, large round eyes with swollen eyelids, very well modeled features, and large high-set 
ears. Without the presence of the mouth and lower jaw it is difficult to offer a full assessment of 
the style, but the facial features were likely similar to the Kansas City head. 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pls. 177, 184-185; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 53; 
Manniche, Egyptian Art in Denmark, p. 83, fig. 31; PM VIII, 800-493-900. 
 
Detroit, Detroit Institute of Art 
 




 Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 16.5 cm; W = 16 cm2599 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Brooklyn Group  
 
                                                             
2597 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 40. 
2598 PM VIII, 800-493-900. 
2599 Connor has estimated the original H at 50 cm. Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 6. 
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The Brooklyn Group includes: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, Brooklyn 
52.1, Cairo CG 422, Detroit 31.68, Elephantine No. 103, Luzern K 411, Jaquet-Gordon A 474, 
London UC14635, and Vienna AS 6. All of the examples of this style are roughly the same size (c. 
55 cm) and depict the king seated, wearing the shendjet kilt, bull’s tail, a bracelet on the right 
wrist, and Senwosret III’s signature amulet necklace. Each statue is dedicated to a different 
deity, who is associated with a particular sanctuary. The iconographic features of this group are 
very uniform, although there are some variants. Mrs. Lilian Henkel Haass and Miss Constance 
Haass gifted this statue.  
 
Description: 
Bust from a seated statue of Senwosret III in the Early Style. The face is wide and squat with a 
relatively smooth surface. The eyebrows are modeled and eyes almond-shaped, but still very 
rounded. There are slight diagonal furrows coming down from the eyes and the nasolabial folds 
are indicated. The mouth, nose, and chin have sustained damaged.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 334-336, 339-340, pls. 177-179; Connor, “Pierres et 
statues,” No. 6; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, p. 34, n. 160; PM VIII, 800-490-800. 
 
Gotha, Schloβmuseum –  
 
No. 55 (pls. XIX, LXII) 
 
Gotha Ae 1  
 
 Head of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 




Gotha Ae 1 appears in Polz’s general catalogue and in Connor’s Marked Visage Group (Diss.) and 
is unclassified in CRIEPL 2016. Delange has likened this head to Louvre E 12961, CG 486, JE 
32639, Vienna 5813, and MMA 17.9.2;2601 all are executed in the Later Style.  
 
Description: 
Bust from a statue of Senwosret III wearing the nemes headdress; the nose, left eye, and nemes 
are damaged. The eyebrows are modeled, the eyes almond-shaped, and the lids heavy. The 
under-eye area, nasolabial folds, and mouth are emphasized, but the face retains a more oval 
shape. The musculature of the mouth is apparent, and its corners appear slightly turned down. 
The mouth may have been executed in the style of the older sub-group, but the mouth area is 
somewhat damaged.  
                                                             
2600 Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, p. 21. 





Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 344, pl. 190; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 10; 
Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 28; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris 
III, pp. 21-22; Petschel and Falck (eds), Pharao siegt immer, p. 169, Cat. 159; Polz, “Die Bildnisse 
Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 229 n. 12, 234 n. 44, 237 n. 64; PM VIII, 800-490-950; 
Vandier, Maneul III, p. 190; Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 95, 106, 182, Cat. 37.  
	
Hildesheim, Pelizaeus Museum –  
	
No. 56 (pls. XII, LXII) 
 
Hildesheim No. 412  
 
 Fragment from a Head of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite 
Measurements: H = 24.3 cm2602  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Quartzite Group 
 
The Quartzite Group includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2, the Alexandria Sphinx, British Museum EA 
1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, EA 1849, EA 20818, and EA 20819, Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim 
No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, Louvre E 25370, and Metropolitan Museum of Art 
26.7.1394. The statues of the Quartzite Group are all very uniform in style and as such were 
likely carved in the same workshop. 
 
In 1921, G. Roeder identified Hildesheim 412 as a head of Amenhotep III from Tanis; however, it 
is clear that the head dates to Senwosret III.2603 Delange has grouped this head with Louvre E 
25370 and MMA 26.7.1394,2604 while Wegner has compared it to Abydos QS1 and QS2, MMA 
26.7.1394, Nelson 62.11, Munich AS 4857, and Petrie 13249.2605 This fragment appears in Polz 
and in Connor’s Marked Visage Group, Quartzite Colossi sub-group (Diss) and is unclassified in 
CRIEPL 2016.  
 
Description: 
This fragment preserves the eyes and part of nemes of a statue of Senwosret III. The features 
are rendered in the Later Style and are very similar to the other examples of the Quartzite 
Group. The eyebrows are modeled and are separated by two vertical furrows; the eyes are very 
round and orb-like, and the upper lids are heavy. 
 
Bibliography: 
                                                             
2602 Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, p. 32. 
2603 Roeder, Die Denkmaler des Pelizaeus-Museums zu Hildesheim, p. 70. 
2604 Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 45. 
2605 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, p. 197. 
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Amenemhet, p. 204 fig. 179, 206.  
	
Kansas City, Nelson Atkins Museum –  
	
No. 57 (pls. II, XVII, LXII) 
 
* Nelson 62.112606  
 
 Head of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite (yellow) 
Measurements: H = 45.09 cm; W = 34.29 cm; D = 43.18 cm 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Quartzite Group 
 
The Quartzite Group includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2, the Alexandria Sphinx, British Museum EA 
1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, EA 1849, EA 20818, and EA 20819, Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim 
No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, Louvre E 25370, and Metropolitan Museum of Art 
26.7.1394. The statues of the Quartzite Group are all very uniform in style and as such were 
likely carved in the same workshop. 
 
The Nelson acquired this head in 1962, by means of the William Rockhill Nelson Trust.2607 After 
the purchase of the head, conservators restored the mouth and nose of the king, and the head 
of the uraeus; however, due to the quality of the work, they have reversed those changes to 
expose the original surfaces.2608 Wegner has grouped this head with Abydos QS1 and 2, MMA 
26.7.1394, Hildesheim 412, Munich ÄS 4857, and Petrie Museum 13249 and Taggart has 
compared the head to British Museum EA 686 and Cairo RT 18/4/22/4. This head appears in Polz 
and in Connor’s Marked Visage Group, Quartzite Colossi sub-group (Diss.) and is unclassified in 
CRIEPL 2016. 
 
                                                             
2606 I would like to thank the staff of the Nelson-Atkins for providing me with the opportunity to study and 
photograph this object. 
2607 R.E. Taggart, “A Quartzite Head of Sesostris III,” The Nelson Gallery and Atkins Museum Bulletin IV 
(1962): 8-15, p. 8.  




Fragmentary head from an over-life-size statue of Senwosret III; the nose, ears, and nemes are 
damaged. This head is a classic example of the Later Style, aged sub-group. It has modeled 
eyebrows, very round almost bulging eyes, heavy lids, and large high-set ears. The face has a 
prominent lower jaw and extra lines on the forehead, in between the eyebrows, and around the 
mouth. Further, the lips are rendered in the classic style of this sub-group – full in the center, 
terminating in two down-turned points.  
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Plastik,” p. 215 fig. 212; Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 42 n. 
66; Bothmer, “Revealing Man’s Fate in Man’s Face,” pp. 329, 333, fig. 22.1; Breckenridge, 
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statues,” No. 56; Connor, Sésostris III Pharaon de Légende, p. 43-44; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris 
III, pp. 40-41; Freed, “Beauty and Perfection,” p. 336, fig. 19; Freed, “Les Portraits Royaux de 
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fig. 9, 274; Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt Transformed, pp. 78-83, Cat. 22; Polz, “Die 
Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 228 n. 4 and 5, 229 n. 15, 236, 237 n. 64; PM 
VIII, 800-494-100; Russman, Eternal Egypt, p. 35 fig. 22; Taggart, “A Quartzite Head of Sesostris 
III,” pp. 8-15, figs. 1-4; Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III at Abydos, p. 197. 
	
Lisbon, Museu Calouste Gulbenkian –  
	
No. 58 (pls. XIX, LXII) 
 
Lisbon 138  
 
 Head of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Obsidian 




This head first appeared on the market at the sale of the Egyptian collection of Revd. William 
MacGregor, at Sotheby’s London from June 26th to July 6th, 1922.2609 Two sources of information 
on the sale survive, a private annotated catalogue belonging to the director of Sotheby’s, Major 
Felix Warre and another original copy, which is currently held in the Wilbour Library of 
Egyptology at the Brooklyn Museum. Several annotations in the Warre version reveal additional 
information about this object, which they identified as Amenemhet III.2610 Calouste Gulbenkian 
originally purchased the head for 10,000 British pounds. T. Hardwick, who has conducted a 
detailed analysis of the Wilbur catalogue, has identified the original seller as Count Riamo 
d’Hulst, who lived in Egypt in the 1870’s and worked for the Egypt Exploration Fund in the 
                                                             
2609 T. Hardwick, “The Obsidian King’s Origins: Further Light of the Purchasers and Prices at the Macgregor 
Sale, 1922,” Discussions in Egyptology 65 (2012): 7-52. 
2610 For a detailed analysis of these see: Hardwick, “The Obsidian King’s Origins,” pp. 8-11. 
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1880’s and early 1890’s, he then acted as a fixer in expatriate Cairo. In 1936, Gulbenkian 
decentralized his collection, lending various works to the British Museum, the National Gallery, 
the Brooklyn Museum and elsewhere; in 1960, he transferred the collection to Portugal.2611 
 
One of the catalogue’s notes indicates that a local Egyptian found the statue at Lisht and sold it 
for seventy-five pounds to d’Hulst, who sold it to MacGregor for one hundred. While it is 
impossible to know for sure where the head originated, Hardwick has suggested that if the man 
who found the statue were going to lie, it would have been better for him to choose a more 
classic 12th Dynasty site, such as Dashur, Hawara, Abydos, or Karnak. He has advised that the 
unusual nature of the suggestion lends to its veracity.2612 Hardwick has stated further that the 
head fits in well with the other 12th Dynasty remains from Lisht, as royal investment at the site 
either continued or was revived in the late 12th Dynasty.2613  
 
Based on the facial features, including the sunken cheeks, high cheekbones, visible wrinkles, 
heavy eyelids, and thin down-turned mouth, the following scholars have identified this head as 
Senwosret III: Bakr and Brandl, Von Bissing, Evers, Farsen, Lange, Malek, M. Müller, Murray, 
Polz, Schäfer, and Yoyotte.2614 Polz includes this head in her general catalogue of Senwosret III 
and it appears in Connor’s Marked Visage Group (Diss.) and is unclassified in his CRIEPL 2016 
catalogue. 
 
Assam, Baikie, Ricketts, Shorter, Vandier, and Walker have dated the head to Amenemhet III.2615 
C. Ricketts proposed that the head represented Amenemhet III as an old man. 2616 He marked 
the large, projecting, and high set ears as a trait of the 12th dynasty and he further distinguished 
this work from those of Senwosret III based on its fuller nose and jaw. Vandier agreed that 
features including the elongated eyes, structure of the face, prominent and disdainful mouth 
and nasolabial fold, musculature of the mouth, triple-stripe nemes, and large protruding ears 
marked the head as late 12th Dynasty.2617 A third group of scholars, including Breasted, have 
dated the head to the 26th Dynasty.2618 
 
                                                             
2611 M.H. Assam, Arte Egípcia (Lisboa: Museu Calouste Gulbenkian, 1991), pp. 27, 29. 
2612 Hardwick, “The Obsidian King’s Origins,” p. 10.  
2613 Hardwick, “The Obsidian King’s Origins,” p. 11. 
2614 Bakr and Brandl, “Egyptian Sculpture of the Middle Kingdom,” pp. 10-11; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris 
III, p. 39; Malek, Egypt: 4000 Years of Art, p. 113; Müller, “Self-perception and self-assertion,” pp. 48, 49, 
56, fig. 7; Murray, Egyptian Sculpture, p. 81; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 228 
n. 6, 237 n. 64, 242 n. 82; Schäfer, Das altägyptische Bildnis, pl. 16a; Yoyotte, Treasures of the Pharaohs, 
p. 49; von Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 26a (he concludes that it is either Senwosret 
III or a later period); Lange, Sesostris, p. 48 (Lange also says it could be from the Late Period). 
2615 Vandier, Maneul III, p. 213; Baikie, A History of Egypt I, p. 377; Shorter, Everyday Life in Ancient Egypt, 
p. 191, pl. XXXVII; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 213, pl. LXVI.6; Walker, Egyptian Sculpture from the Gulbenkian 
Collection, No. 5, pp. 42-44; Assam, Arte Egípcia, Cat. 4 – he states that it is one of the few images to 
depict him at his full maturity. 
2616 Ricketts, “Head of Amenemmes III in Obsidian,” pp. 71-72. 
2617 Vandier, Maneul III, p. 213. 
2618 Breasted, Geschichte Ägyptens, fig. 169. 
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Obsidian was a very luxurious material and would have required an artist with considerable skill; 
it had exotic origins and would have been imported from quarries in Eritrea or Yemen. It was 
used sparingly in Egypt and seems to have been reserved for particularly important pieces; its 
use parallels that of blue anhydrite during the Middle Kingdom.2619 Further, Hardwick has noted 
that the Middle Kingdom seems to have been a period of renewed interest in semi-precious 
stones, as evident in the numerous mining expeditions; he sees the head is a reflection of the 
Middle Kingdom interest in exotic and vividly colored materials. The size of this head would have 
made it the largest monolithic obsidian sculpture known from Egypt; however, it is also possible 
that the head was from a composite statue.2620  
 
Hardwick has dated the head to Senwosret III based on the thin lips, heavy hooded eyes, and 
hawk-like nose. While this is the only fully intact nose of Senwosret III, he has observed certain 
similarities with Luxor J.34, Fitzwilliam E.GA.82.1949, and New York MMA 66.99.5.2621 There are 
certain inconsistancies that Hardwick has attributed, at least in part, to the hard and brittle 
nature of the stone, these include: the relatively crude incised detailing of the uraeus and the 
lines of the nemes; it is also possible that, the in same fashion as some of the obsidian vessels, 
some of the elements of the statue were covered in gold foil. In addition, the extended brow 
and cosmetic lines are typical of earlier 12th Dynasty rulers, but rarely appear from the reign of 
Senwosret III until the early New Kingdom. A precise parallel to the head is Cambridge 
E.37.1930; Hardwick also notes a number of examples from Amenemhet III with carved 
eyebrows and no inner detailing (such as Cairo JE 66322 and Milan E 922 and RAN 
0.9.40001).2622  
 
Bakr and Brandl have noted the striking similarity between this head and the statue of a local 
mayor of Bubastis from the reign of Senwosret III, Khakaure-seneb.2623 The eyes and eyebrows 
of both statues are almost identical and both preserve an incised line for the brow, a feature 
that is otherwise unique in the royal statuary of Senwosret III. In addition, both present similar 
modeling of the nose and mouth areas. Bakr and Brandl have proposed that the Lisbon head 
likely came from an Eastern Delta workshop, possibly located in the nome’s capital, 
Heliopolis.2624 Due to a lack of securely provenanced evidence, little is known about the regional 
sculptural style of the Delta; however, the presence of a small number of high quality private 
sculptures and the two colossi of Amenemhet III at Bubastis suggest that royal artisans may 
have been resident at Heliopolis.2625  
 
Description: 
Obsidian head from an under-life-size statue of Senwosret III wearing the nemes headdress. The 
facial style is more in line with those images of the Later Style, intermediary sub-group; the lips 
do not fit the older sub-type. The face has several distinctive features including an incised line 
                                                             
2619 Hardwick, “The Obsidian King’s Origins,” p. 14.  
2620 Hardwick, “The Obsidian King’s Origins,” p. 14.  
2621 Hardwick, “The Obsidian King’s Origins,” p. 14.  
2622 Hardwick, “The Obsidian King’s Origins,” p. 15. 
2623 Bakr and Brandl, “Egyptian Sculpture of the Middle Kingdom,” pp. 7-34. 
2624 Bakr and Brandl, “Egyptian Sculpture of the Middle Kingdom,” pp. 11-14.  
2625 Bakr and Brandl, “Egyptian Sculpture of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 14.  
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for the eyebrow, a fully intact nose, and some iconographic inconsistencies that likely related to 
the difficulty of carving in obsidian.  
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London, British Museum –  
 
No. 59 (pls. XX, LXII) 
 
* British Museum EA 362982626   
 
 Upper Half of Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Greywacke 
Measurements: H = 22 cm; W = 14 cm; D = 10 cm 
Provenance: Elephantine, likely 
Comments:  
 
The museum purchased this statue from William D. Cutter in 1868, and while they have 
suggested Elephantine as the provenance, Farsen and Russman have indicated that the origins 
are in fact unknown.2627 London BM EA 36298 appears in Polz and in Connor’s Marked Visage 
Group (Diss.) and is unclassified in his CRIEPL 2016 catalogue.  
 
Description: 
                                                             
2626 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
2627 Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 22-23; Russman, Eternal Egypt, p. 105. 
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Head and upper torso of an under-life-size seated statue of Senwosret III wearing the nemes 
and amulet necklace. The image is executed in the Later Style, and, while the mouth is damaged, 
it appears to be of the aged sub-group. The face is well modeled with a prominent lower jaw 
and emphasized musculature around the mouth. The eyes are round, and the lids swollen, with 
the top eyelid overlapping the bottom at the outer canthi. There are lines to accentuate the 
downward droop of the skin and high cheekbones to the further emphasize the sunken cheeks. 
The eyebrows are modeled and the ears large; the left ear sits slightly higher than the right.  
 
Bibliography: 
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Luzern, Kofler-Truniger Collection –  
 
No. 60 (pls. XIII-XIV, LXI) 
 
Luzern K 411 (A 96)  
 
 Head of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Diorite 
Measurements: H = 11.8 cm; W = 9.9 cm2628 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Brooklyn Group 
 
The Brooklyn Group includes: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, Brooklyn 
52.1, Cairo CG 422, Detroit 31.68, Elephantine No. 103, Luzern K 411, Jaquet-Gordon A 474, 
London UC14635, and Vienna ÄS 6. All of the examples of this style are roughly the same size (c. 
55 cm) and depict the king seated, wearing the shendjet kilt, bull’s tail, a bracelet on the right 
wrist, and Senwosret III’s signature amulet necklace. Each statue is dedicated to a different 
deity, who is associated with a particular sanctuary. The iconographic features of this group are 
very uniform, although there are some variants. 
 
Description: 
Head from an under-life-size seated statue of Senwosret III in the Early Style; nose, chin, and left 
side of nemes damaged. The features of this image are representative of the Brooklyn Group, 
which is discussed in detail in Chapters Four and Six.  
 
Bibliography: 
                                                             




Cat. Le Don du Nil Art Egyptien dans les Collection Suisses, pp. 43-44, Cat. 144, and unnumbered 
pl.; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 334-336, 338-340, pls. 177-179; Connor, “Pierres 
et statues,” No. 35; Donadoni, L’Egitto, p. 93; Kunsthaus Zürich, 5000 Jahre ägyptischer Kunst, 
no. 139, pl. 41; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, p. 34 n. 160; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 90, 108; Müller, Ägyptische Kunstwerke, Kleinfunde 
und Glas in der Sammlund E. und M. Kofler-Trüniger, Luzern, pp. 62-63, no. A 96, and 
unnumbered pl.; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 228, n. 3, 237 n. 64; 
PM VIII, 800-494-850; Schlögl, Geschenk des Nils, p. 45, no. 144; Seipel, Bilder für die Ewigkeit, 
Cat. 55, pp. 94-95; Spanel, Through Ancient Eyes, Cat. 11, pp. 64-65.  
	
New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art –  
 
No. 61 (pls. XVII, LXII) 
 
* New York MMA 26.7.13942629  
 
 Face of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite (red) 
Measurements: H = 16.5 cm; W = 12.6 cm; D = 11.4 cm 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Quartzite Group 
 
The Quartzite Group includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2, the Alexandria Sphinx, British Museum EA 
1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, EA 1849, EA 20818, and EA 20819, Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim 
No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, Louvre E 25370, and Metropolitan Museum of Art 
26.7.1394. The statues of the Quartzite Group are all very uniform in style and as such were 
likely carved in the same workshop. 
 
Edward S. Harkness gifted this statue, formerly of the Carnarvon Collection, to the museum in 
1926. Based on the assumption that the quartzite came from Heliopolis, Lange, Farsen, Siedel, 
and Wildung have all suggested that it likely originated in the Memphite area.2630 Wegner has 
associated the piece with Abydos QS1 and 2, Hildesheim 412, the Nelson head, Munich ÄS 4857, 
and London UC13249.2631 It appears in Polz and in Connor’s Marked Visage Group, Quartzite 
Colossi sub-group (Diss) and is unclassified in his CRIEPL 2016 catalogue.  
 
Description: 
Fragment from a statue of Senwosret III that preserves only the face; nose and chin damaged. 
The face is executed in the Later Style, intermediary sub-group. The face appears to be more 
oval-shaped, the mouth is uniformly full and straight, with only a very slight downward line at 
                                                             
2629 I would like to thank the staff of the Metropolitan Museum of Art for providing me with the 
opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
2630 Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 43-44; Lange, Sesostris, p. 49; Seidel and Wildung, “Rundplastik des 
Mittleren Reiches,” p. 237. 
2631 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, p. 197. 
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each corner, the eyes are rounded and orb-like, with heavy lids, and there are two small 
diagonal furrows between the brows.  
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, Middle Kingdom Art, pp. 2, 26, 49, pl. 58; Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle 
Kingdom,” p. 45, fig. 27; Assman, Stein und Zeit, p. 151, fig. 27b; Breckenridge, Likeness, Fig. 21; 
Cartocci, Ancient Egyptian Art, p. 110; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” fig. 2, No. 61; Connor, 
“Portrait royal Portraits prives,” p. 17; Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen 
Empire, p. 45; Delia, “Khakaure Senwosret III, King & Man,” pp. 31, 32; Dorman, Egypt and Near 
East, pp. 42-43, fig. 26; D.D. “An Egyptian Portrait Head of the XII Dynasty,” p. 61, fig. 2; Farsen, 
Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 43-44; Hayes, “Royal Portraits of the Twelfth Dynasty,’ p. 123; Hayes, 
Scepter I, pp. 199, 198 fig. 120; Lange, Sesostris, pp. 30, 49, pl. 36; Michalowski, L’art de 
l’ancienne Égypte, pp. 378, 449, Cat. 312; Müller, Ägyptische Kunst, p. 27, fig. 76; Müller, “Self-
perception and self-assertion in the portrait of Senwosret III,” p. 49 n. 6; Oppenheim et al. 
(eds.), Ancient Egypt Transformed, pp. 79-83, Cat. 23; Pijoan, Summa Artis, vol. III, p. 192 fig. 255 
(called Sesostris I); Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 228 n. 4, 229 n. 15 
and 16, 236, 237 n. 64, Pl. 49c; PM VIII, 800-494-420; Robins, Egyptian Statues, p. 44, fig. 39; 
Rousseau, “Masterpieces of Fifty Centuries,” p. 136 [lower left]; Schäfer, Das altägyptische 
Bildnis, pl. 16b; Steindorff, “A Portrait-Statue of Sesostris III,” p. 53, fig. 2; Taggart, “A Quartzite 
Head of Sesostris III,” p. 14, fig. 6; Vandersleyen, Das Alte Agypten, p. 237, pl. 161; Vandier, 
Maneul III, p. 191, pl. LXIV.2; Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III at Abydos, p. 197; 
Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000,  pp. 95, 111, 182, Cat. 43; Wildung, Die Kunst des alten Ägypten, p. 
108, fig. 33; Wilson, The Culture of Ancient Egypt, fig. 12b; Woldering, Gods, Men & Pharaohs, p. 
102, pl. 45; Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, p. 321 fig. 259. Hall, Illustrated Catalogue of an Exhibition 
of Ancient Egyptian Art, p. 81, no. 41, pl. IV. 
	
Paris, Louvre –  
 
No. 62 (pls. XVIII, LXII) 
 
* Louvre E 253702632  
 
 Head of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite, traces of red paint  
Measurements: H = 20.5 cm; L = 22.5 cm; D = 23.5 cm 
Provenance: Unknown (possibly Hierakonpolis/Ehnasya)  
Comments: Quartzite Group 
 
The Quartzite Group includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2, the Alexandria Sphinx, British Museum EA 
1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, EA 1849, EA 20818, and EA 20819, Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim 
No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, Louvre E 25370, and Metropolitan Museum of Art 
                                                             
2632 I would like to thank the staff of the Louvre for providing me with the opportunity to study and 
photograph this object. 
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26.7.1394. The statues of the Quartzite Group are all very uniform in style and as such were 
likely carved in the same workshop. 
 
Don Sameda donated this head to the Louvre in 1952. Vandier has linked it with a possible 
Ehnasya school that included Louvre E.25370 and Boston MFA 24.1764 and 13.3968.2633 This 
head appears in Polz and in Connor’s Marked Visage Group, Quartzite Colossi sub-group (Diss) 
and is unclassified in his CRIEPL 2016 catalogue. Further, Connor has proposed that this might be 
the head of London BM EA 1849. 
 
Description: 
Head from a classic sphinx of Senwosret III; the nose, mouth, chin, and nemes are damaged. This 
head is in the Later Style, and is most similar to those examples in the intermediary sub-group, 
like Louvre E 12962. The face appears marked for age, but still fuller than the most extreme 
examples and it does have a more pronounced lower jaw; the eye brows are modeled, the eyes 
rounded, and the lids heavy. The upper eyelid is rimmed, like the Medamoud examples and both 
have a similar number of markings around the mouth.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 342, pls. 177, 184-185; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” 
No. 62; Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, pp. 44-45; Farsen, Die 
Plastik Seostris III, p. 34; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 102, 
335, No. 255; Müller, “Self-perception and self-assertion in the portrait of Senwosret III,” p. 49 
n. 6; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 229 n. 14, 234 n. 39, 234 n. 43, 
237, 237 n. 64, 242 n. 82, 251 n. 129; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 189, pl. LX.1; Ziegler (ed.), The 
Pharaohs, p. 387, Cat. 11. 
 
Vienna, Kunsthistorisches Museum -   
 
No. 63 (pl. XIII-XIV, LXI) 
 
Vienna ÄS 62634  
 
 Upper Part of Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 22.5 cm; W = 18.9 cm; D = 10.5 cm2635  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Brooklyn Group 
 
The Brooklyn Group includes: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, Brooklyn 
52.1, Cairo CG 422, Detroit 31.68, Elephantine No. 103, Luzern K 411, Jaquet-Gordon A 474, 
                                                             
2633 Vandier, Maneul III, p. 189. 
2634 I would like to thank Dr. Regina Hölzl for providing information on and additional images of this 
object. 
2635 Jaroš-Deckert, CAA I, p. 1. 
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London UC14635, and Vienna ÄS 6. All of the examples of this style are roughly the same size (c. 
55 cm) and depict the king seated, wearing the shendjet kilt, bull’s tail, a bracelet on the right 
wrist, and Senwosret III’s signature amulet necklace. Each statue is dedicated to a different 
deity, who is associated with a particular sanctuary. The iconographic features of this group are 
very uniform, although there are some variants. 
 
This head was taken from the coin and antiquities cabinet sometime before 1824. Porter and 
Moss2636, Petschel and Falck2637, and Jaroš-Deckert2638 have all attributed this image to 
Amenemhet III. However, Connor and Polz both attribute it to Senwosret III. There seems to be 
no doubt of its inclusion in the Brooklyn Group. 
 
Description: 
Head and torso of an under-life-size seated statue of Senwosret III wearing the nemes and 
amulet necklace; the face is badly damaged. This image fits the iconography and style of the 
Brooklyn Group, which is described in detail in Chapters Three and Six.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, pp. 334-336, 339-340, pls. 177-179, 197; Connor, “Pierres 
et statues,” No. 34; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, p. 34 n. 160; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, p. 21; 
Holthoer, R. Muinainen Egypti, No. 103 (called Amenemhet III); Jaroš-Deckert, CAA I, pp. 1-5 
(called Amenemhet III); Petschel and Falck (eds), Pharao siegt immer, pp. 170-171, Cat. 161 
(called Am.); Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 228 n. 3, 237 n. 64; PM 
VIII, 800-491-595; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 190; Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 95, 104, 182, 
Cat. 36. 
	
No. 64 (pls. XX, LXII) 
 
Vienna ÄS 58132639  
 
 Head of a Sphinx of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Green Schist 




                                                             
2636 PM VIII, 800-491-595. 
2637 Petschel and Falck (eds), Pharao siegt immer, pp. 170-171, Cat. 161. 
2638 Jaroš-Deckert, CAA I, p. 1-5. 




The Museum acquired this head in 1878, as a part of the Miramar Collection.2640 The objects 
originally belonged to the Emperor Maximilian I of; Vienna ÄS 5813 was a part of a group of 
objects that originally come from the Egyptian Museum in Cairo. Said Pasha, the viceroy of 
Egypt, gave the artifacts to Maximilian in 1855. While the date of this head is generally agreed 
upon as Senwosret III, Von Bissing has dated it to the Saite Period,2641 and Engelbach to 
Amenemhet III. 2642 Delange has likened this head to Louvre E 12961, Cairo 486, JE 32639, New 
York MMA 17.9.2, and the bust from Gotha.2643 It also appears in Polz and in Connor’s Marked 
Visage Group (Diss); it remains unclassified in CRIEPL 2016.  
 
Description: 
Head from a classic sphinx of Senwosret III; the nose and nemes are damaged. The face is similar 
in style to those examples of the Later Style, intermediate sub-group; however, some damage 
obscures the mouth. The lower jaw is prominent, and the eyes and mouth are accentuated, but 
the cheeks remain full and the corners of the mouth do not turn down.  
 
Bibliography: 
von Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 26a, pl. 27 and text (dated to Saite); Cat. 
Schaetze Altaegyptischer Kunst, p. 37, Cat. 70, pl. 10; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p.8, fig. 3, No. 
64; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 343, pls. 177, 188, 196; Connor, “Portrait royal 
Portraits prives,” p. 13; Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 28; 
Demel, Ägyptische Kunst, 14, fig. 18; Engelbach, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” pp.  21, 
24-25; Evers, Staat aus dem Stein, pp. 24, 107, pls. 89-91; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 31-
32; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, Sphinx Index 33, pp. 66, 96, pl. 88a-b; Jaroš-Deckert, CAA I, pp. 64-
71; Jørgensen, “Det Sorte Kongehobede,” pp. 21, 23, fig. 11; Jørgensen, “The Black Head of a 
King,” p. 471, fig. 6; Komorzynski, Altägypten: Drei Jahrtausende Kunstschaffen am Nil, p. 41, pl. 
30; Komorzynski, “Altägyptens höhe Kunst, Kultrubeilage,” p. 47, fig. 14; Komorzyniski, Das Erbe 
des Alten Ägypten, p. 198, fig. 39; Lange, Sesostris, pp. 30, 47, pl. 20-21; Müller et al. (eds.), 5000 
Jahre Ägyptische Kunst, pp. 50, 95, Cat. 73; Nack, Ägypten und der vordere Orient im Altertum, 
fig. facing p. 96, 110; Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt Transformed, pp. 79-83, Cat. 24; 
Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 229 n. 13, 230 n. 18, 236, 237 n. 64, 
242 n. 82, 251 n. 129; PM VIII, 800-494-700; Satzinger, Das Kunsthistorische Museum in Wien, 
pp. 81-82; Spanel, Through Ancient Eyes, pp. 65, Cat. 12, 66-67; Schätz altägyptischer Kunst. Cat. 
Basel, no. 70, fig. 10; Satzinger, Ägyptische Kunst in Wien, p. 20, fig. 7; Satzinger, Das 
Kunsthistorische Museum in Wien, pp. 81-82, fig. 54; Seipel, Bilder für die Ewigkeit, Cat. 56, pp. 
96-97; Seipel, Götter Menschen Pharaonen, pp. 126-127, Cat. 59; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 190, pl. 
LXVIII.5; Wenzel, “Ein Sphinxkopf aus der 12. Dynastie,” p. 350; Wildung, ‘Tradition und 
Innovation,’ p. 39, fig. 6; Woldering, Gods, Men & Pharaohs, p. 211, Cat. 7; Wolf, Die Kunst 
Ägyptens, p. 322 fig. 260. 
 
                                                             
2640 For more on the history of the Miramar collection see: R. Hölzl, “Maximilians Aegyptiaca – die 
sogenannte Sammlung Miramar,” in I. Barta (ed.) Maximilain von Mexiko Der Traum vom Herrschen. 137-
139 and Satzinger, H. Das Kunsthistorische Museum in Wien (Mainz: Von Zabern, 1994). 
2641 Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 27. 
2642 Engelbach, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” p. 24-25. 
2643 Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 28. 
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Group 5 – Questionable Attribution, likely Senwosret III: 
 
Boston, Museum of Fine Arts –  
 
No. 65 (pl. XX) 
 
* Boston MFA 13.39682644  
 
 Head of a King Wearing Nemes Headdress 
 
Material: Diorite or Serpentine 




This statue comes from the Harvard University-Boston Museum of Fine Arts Expedition to 
Kerma. Reisner found it in the surface debris south of Tumulus KX, where tomb robbers had 
abandoned it.2645 It most likely came from the sacrificial corridor of the tomb. Delange has 
likened, what she terms the youthful features and full face of this head to Louvre E 12960 from 
Medamoud;2646 while Polz and Connor have both dated it to Amenemhet III. 
 
Description: 
Head and shoulders of an under-life-size statue of Senwosret III wearing the nemes headdress 
and amulet necklace; the top of the face and head are badly damaged. While it is possible that 
the image may date to Amenemhet III, the facial structure aligns with those representations of 
Senwosret III in the Later Style, youthful sub-group.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 338 n. 1108; Delange, Catalogue des statues 
égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 26; Petschel and Falck (eds), Pharao siegt immer, p. 214, Cat. 
205; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 238 n. 68; Reisner, Excavations at 
Kerma I-III, p. 335; Reisner, Excavations at Kerma IV, pp. 23-30; Smith, Ancient Egypt, p. 93; 
Vandier, Maneul III, p. 190. 
 
Cambridge, Fitzwilliam –  
 
No. 66 (pl. XX) 
 
* Fitzwilliam E.GA.82.19492647  
                                                             
2644 I would like to thank the staff of the Boston, Museum of Fine Arts, Boston for providing me with the 
opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
2645 Reisner, Excavations at Kerma, parts I-III, pp. 30, 277-388. 
2646 Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 26. 
2647 I would like to thank the staff of the Fitzwilliam for providing me with the opportunity to study and 




 Head of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 




This head arrived at the Fitzwilliam in 1943, as a bequest from R.G. Gayer-Anderson. Polz has 
dated it to Senwosret III, while Connor has attributed it to Amenemhet III. Alternatively, based 
on the plastic volume, the energetic expression of the mouth, and the full cheeks and lower 
chin, Schoske has dated the head to first half of the 12th Dynasty.2648 
 
Description: 
Fragment from the left half of the face of a statue of Senwosret III wearing the nemes 
headdress. The nemes and uraeus style are unusual in this corpus of material; however, certain 
features make it likely that the image depicted either Senwosret III or his son. Features related 
to the statuary of Senwosret III include the two furrows between the eyebrows, bags under the 
eyes, rimmed eyelids, accentuated nasolabial folds, and an emphasized musculature around the 
mouth. The cheekbones are high, but the face is still full. Traits that lean in favor of Amenemhet 
III include a thinner upper eyelid and a more rounded jaw line. Based on the deep lines drawing 
down from the inner canthi and the intense nasolabial folds, I have chosen to attribute this head 
to Senwosret III, with some noted hesitation.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 368, pls. 203, 208, 221; Bourriau, Pharaohs and 
Mortals, pp. 42-43, Cat. 29, pl. II, 2; Hardwick, “The Obsidian King’s Origins,” p. 14; Polz, “Die 
Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 228 n. 4, 237 n. 64; PM VIII, 800-493-630; 
Vandier, Maneul III, p. 190; Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 73, 84, 180, Cat. 24; Harris, 
Egyptian Art, p. 36, pl. 17. 
 
Elephantine –  
 
No. 67 (pl. XIII) 
 
No. 103  
 
 Seated Statue of a King 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 52 cm2649 
Provenance: Elephantine 
                                                             
2648 Cat. Agypten 2000, p. 73. 
2649 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 7. 
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Comments: Brooklyn Group 
 
Connor has dated this statue to either Senwosret II or Senwosret III, but has included in his 
CRIEPL catalogue, possibly as a member of his Brooklyn Group. Polz does not include this statue.  
Habachi has suggested it could represent either Senwosret III or Amenemhet III; he favored the 
latter because there is also an inscribed lintel dated to his reign at the site.2650 
 
The Brooklyn Group includes: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, Brooklyn 
52.1, Cairo CG 422, Detroit 31.68, Elephantine No. 103, Luzern K 411, Jaquet-Gordon A 474, 
London UC14635, and Vienna ÄS 6. All of the examples of this style are roughly the same size (c. 
55 cm) and depict the king seated, wearing the shendjet kilt, bull’s tail, a bracelet on the right 
wrist, and Senwosret III’s signature amulet necklace. Each statue is dedicated to a different 
deity, who is associated with a particular sanctuary. The iconographic features of this group are 
very uniform, although there are some variants. 
 
Description: 
The costume and pose of this statue are identical to that of Elephantine No. 102/Aswan 1361. 
The upper part of statue, part of throne, and the base are not preserved. The dimensions and 
workmanship seem to have been identical to Aswan 1361, which definitely dates to the reign of 
Senwosret III.2651 The base also has evidence of an inscription; however, the king’s name does 
not survive. The text reads: “The good god, lord of the two lands…(2) beloved of Khnum, lord of 
the cataract region…”2652 That style of inscription would also fit with those objects contained in 
the Brooklyn Group.  
 
Bibliography: Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 7; Habachi, Elephantine IV, no. 103, p. 113, pl. 
197-198. 
 
Ezbet Rushdi es Saghira –  
 
No. 68 (pl. XXI) 
 
ERS Central Sanctuary 
 
 Seated Statue of a King 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 200 cm2653 
Provenance: Ezbet Rushdi es Saghira (Tell el-Daba’a) 
Comments:  
 
                                                             
2650 Habachi, Elephantine IV, no. 103, p. 113. 
2651 Habachi, Elephantine IV, no. 103, p. 113. 
2652 Habachi, Elephantine IV, no. 103, p. 113, pl. 197-198. 
2653 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 8. 
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Found in association with ERS 1950. Connor has dated the pair of statues from Ezbet Rushdi to 
either Senwosret II or Senwosret III but has included them in his CRIEPL catalogue; Polz does not 
include this pair. This seated statue comes from the area of Tell el-Daba’a. In 1950, a number of 
individuals working to level off land for irrigation discovered the first statue of this pair, ERS 
1950 (Cat. No. 69). In 1951, after a series of soundings, S. Adam began excavations in earnest, 
uncovering a Middle Kingdom temple and associated objects, Middle Kingdom houses to the 
east and west of the temple, as well as some pottery and scarabs.2654 
 
During the 1951-1952 and 1954 seasons Adam discovered an almost complete Middle Kingdom 
temple foundation, that he has subsequently dated to Amenemhet I.2655 The temple consisted of 
an outer court followed by a hypostyle hall with six limestone columns and a tripartite 
sanctuary; it was used at a later date for domestic purposes. In the temple area Adam found an 
offering table and a series of reused inscribed Old Kingdom blocks and from the sanctuary came 
a large limestone block and this granite statue (ERS Central Sanctuary). In the Hypostyle Hall he 
discovered a statue of Ank-Hor, a statue of Imn(y), a scribal statue of a Senwosret, a statue of 
the seal bearer Imny, and two additional unknown statue fragments. In addition, he uncovered 
a limestone stele dated to Year 5 of Senwosret III that discusses how that king enlarged the 
temple of Amenemhet I.2656 He also excavated a series of Middle Kingdom housed locate 
nearby.  
 
Adam attributed the temple to Amenemhet I based primarily on the Stela of Senwosret III.2657 In 
addition, two of the statues from the Hypostyle Hall bear the prenomen of Amenemhet I (the 
scribe and Ankh-Hor). Amenemhet I also constructed a granite portal at Khata’na and a granite 
statue of him also comes from that site; Senwosret III renewed the portal as well.2658 Adam has 
noted that these two statues could belong to any king of the 12th Dynasty; he has also proposed 
that the ERS 1950 was a originally a dyad, as the preserved part of the left side of the seat is 
larger than the right side and the incomplete decoration on the back also indicates that half of 
the seat is missing.2659 The name of the god to whom the temple was dedicated is unknown and 
little is known in regard to the local Middle Kingdom gods of the area.  
 
Description: 
Lower half of a seated statue, broken off at the waist. This statue is poorly preserved and poorly 
published, making any further description impossible at this time. According to Connor, there 
are inscriptions that identify the images as Senwosret III; however, he does not list them, and 
they are not described in the publication of the two statues.2660 
 
                                                             
2654 S. Adam, “Report on the Excavations of the Department of Antiquities at Ezbet Rushdi,” ASAE 56 
(1959): 207-226, pp. 207-208. 
2655 Adam, “Report on the Excavations,” pp. 209-211. Some have suggested that the temple may have 
been a Hwt-kA of Amenemhet I, but other interpretations are possible. See: Franke, Das Heiligtum des 
Heqaib, p. 124; Di. Arnold, Encyclopedia of Ancient Egyptian Architecture, p. 88.  
2656 Adam, “Report on the Excavations,” p. 215. 
2657 Adam, “Report on the Excavations,” p. 221.  
2658 Adam, “Report on the Excavations,” p. 222. 
2659 Adam, “Report on the Excavations,” p. 222. 




Adam, “Report on the Excavations of the Department of Antiquities at Ezbet Rushdi,” ASAE 56 
(1956): 206-226, pp. 207, 212, pl. VIa; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 8 
 




 Seated Statue of a King 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 200 cm2661 
Provenance: Ezbet Rushdi es Saghira (Tell el-Daba’a) 
Comments:  
 
Discovered in association with ERS Central Sanctuary, see above.  
 
Description: 
Lower half of a seated statue, broken off at the waist. This statue is poorly preserved and poorly 
published, making any further description impossible at this time. According to Connor, there 
are inscriptions that identify the images as Senwosret III; however, he does not list them, and 
they are not described in the publication of the two statues.2662 
 
Bibliography:  
Adam, “Report on the Excavations of the Department of Antiquities,” pp. 207, 212, pl. XIII; 
Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 9. 
 
London, British Museum –  
 
No. 70 (pl. XVI) 
 
* British Museum EA 208182663  
 
 Fragment of a Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite 
Measurements: L = 11.32 cm; W = 6.61 cm; Th = 5.57 cm 
Provenance: Tell Nabasha 
Comments: Quartzite Group 
 
                                                             
2661 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 9. 
2662 Connor, “Pierres et statues,” No. 8. 
2663 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
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The Quartzite Group includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2, the Alexandria Sphinx, British Museum EA 
1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, EA 1849, EA 20818, and EA 20819, Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim 
No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, Louvre E 25370, and Metropolitan Museum of Art 
26.7.1394. The statues of the Quartzite Group are all very uniform in style and as such were 
likely carved in the same workshop. Petrie discovered London BM EA 20818 in association with 
EA 20819, see entry No. 24 for more information on the excavation of this pair. Neither Polz nor 
Connor have included these two objects. 
 
Description: 
Fragment from the side of a throne base for a statue of Senwosret III that preserves the 
decorative border that would have framed the sema-tawy scenes. It is very similar to such areas 
on BM EA 1069, 1145, and 1146. 
 
Bibliography: 
Petrie, Tanis: Part II, pp. 12-13. 
 
London, University College, Petrie Museum –  
 
No. 71 (pls. XX, LXII) 
 
* London UC132492664  
 
 Face of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Quartzite (brown) 




Guy Brunton originally purchased this piece in Cairo.  Other examples of red quartzite statuary 
dating Senwosret III include Abydos QS1 and 2, New York MMA 26.7.1394, Hildesheim 412, the 
Nelson head, and Munich ÄS 4857.2665 This piece does not appear in Polz or Connor, and the 




Facial fragment mounted in modern limestone that depicts the king wearing the nemes 
headdress. The face is of the Later Style, aged sub-group it has modeled brows, swollen heavy 
lids, deeply accentuated nasolabial folds, bags under the eyes, and a slightly down-turned 
mouth. The musculature of the mouth and chin is very pronounced.  
 
Bibliography: 
                                                             
2664 I would like to thank the staff of the Petrie Museum at University College London for providing me 
with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
2665 Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, p. 197. 
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Page, Egyptian Sculpture, p. 28, no. 30; PM VIII, 800-494-250; Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of 
Senwosret III at Abydos, p. 197. 
 
No. 72 (pl. XXI) 
 
* London UC143432666  
 
 Likely from Seated Statue of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 33.5 cm; W = 10cm  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Originally two pieces; now joined.  
 
Neither Polz nor Connor include this in their catalogues, likely due to its incomplete nature.  
 
Description: 
Inscriptional fragment, likely from the throne of seated statue of Senwosret III. 
 
Inscriptions: 
A single vertical column of text is preserved. Based on the mention of the god Montu, Delia has 
suggested that this statue may have originally stood at Armant or Medamoud.2667 
 
1r nTr xprw sA Ra 4-n-wsrt MnTw … 
“Horus, Nejter-Kheperu, Son of Re, Senwosret … [beloved of] Montu …” 
 
Bibliography: 
Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 139; PM VIII, 800-364-398; Stewart, Egyptian 
Stelae III, p. 26 [90] pl. 37). 
 
Munich –  
 
No. 73 (pls. XVIII, LXII) 
 
* Munich ÄS 48572668   
 
 Face of a Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Quartzite (brown) 
Measurements: H = 23 cm; 23 x 20 x 25 cm 
                                                             
2666 I would like to thank the staff of the Petrie Museum at University College London for providing me 
with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
2667 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 139.  
2668 I would like to thank the staff of the Staatliches Museum Ägyptischer Kunst in Munich for providing 




Comments: Quartzite Group 
 
The Quartzite Group includes: Abydos QS1 and QS2, the Alexandria Sphinx, British Museum EA 
1145, EA 1146, EA 1069, EA 1849, EA 20818, and EA 20819, Copenhagen AAb 212, Hildesheim 
No. 412, Kansas City 62.11, Munich ÄS 4857, Louvre E 25370, and Metropolitan Museum of Art 
26.7.1394. The statues of the Quartzite Group are all very uniform in style and as such were 
likely carved in the same workshop. 
 
The museum acquired this head in 1959. Wildung has attributed it to Senwosret III, stating that 
it depicts the facial features of a youthful king but still portrays the characteristic baggy eyes, 
sunken cheeks and heavy lids.2669 H.W. Müller also attributed this to Senwosret III.2670 Polz dated 
it to Amenemhet III, but left it unclassified, while Connor did not include it in either catalogue. 
Grimm has dated the features of the head to Senwosret III, specifically the bulging eyeballs with 
overhanging heavy lids, the deep nasolabial folds, and the pronounced mouth region.2671 Porter 
and Moss also agree that the statue likely depicts Senwosret III.2672 
 
Description: 
Badly damaged quartzite head, likely depicting Senwosret III; like the other members of the 
Quartzite Group this example also shows the king in the nemes headdress. Due to the damaged 
condition of the face it is hard to draw any significant conclusions; however, the image does 
appear to be in line with the general characteristics of the Quartzite Group, as outlined in 
Chapter Four.  
 
Bibliography: 
Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 30-31; Grimm et al., Pharao, p. 61, Cat. 44; Müller, Die 
Ägyptische Sammlung des Bayrischen Staats, Cat. 33; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” p. 238 n. 68; PM VIII, 800-494-350; Schoske et al., Schönheit, Abglanz der 
Göttlichkeit, pp. 74-75, No. 27; Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of Senwosret III, p. 197. 
 
Group 6 – Previously Proposed, Not Attributed Here to Senwosret III 
 
Berlin –  
 
* Berlin 201752673 (pl. XXII) 
 
 Head of a King 
 
Material: Schist/Slate 
                                                             
2669 Wildung, “Übermensch und Menschensohn Bildnisse des Pharao,” p. 61. 
2670 Müller, Die Ägyptische Sammlung des Bayrischen Staats, Cat. 33. 
2671 Grimm in Schoske et al., Schönheit, Abglanz der Göttlichkeit, pp. 74-75. 
2672 PM VIII, 800-494-350. 
2673 I would like to thank the staff of the Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung in Berlin for 
providing additional information on this object. 
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Measurements: H = 9 cm  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Lost in World War II 
 
Lange attributed Berlin 20175 to Senwosret III. He compared the head to Vienna ÄS 5813 and 
Berlin 9526 and suggested that they all came from the same workshop;2674 Farsen supports 
Lange’s analysis of the group.2675 Müller has also dated the head to Senwosret III, but has 
likened it to Lisbon 138 and New York MMA 66.99.5.2676 Polz has also included this head in her 
catalogue of Senwosret III. Contrary to the above scholars, Ricketts originally dated this head to 
Amenemhet III, based on comparisons with Lisbon 138 and Fitzwilliam E.2.1946.2677 Weigall 
agreed and has compared the head to Berlin 1121 and Lisbon 138, both of which he has 
suggested depicted Amenemhet III in old age. 2678 Steindorff has also dated the head to 
Amenemhet III, based similarities with the Tanis Sphinxes.2679 Connor does not include the head 
in his catalogue due to a number of anomalies that are not consistant with the statuary of 
Senwosret III, including the shape of the nemes and uraeus, the general style of the facial 
features, and shape of the mouth and nose.2680 I agree with his assessment of the object, and 
have chosen not to include it in this catalogue. 
 
Bibliography: 
Assman, Stein und Zeit, p. 151, fig. 26a-b; Buschor, Das Porträt, pp. 66, 69, fig. 42; Byvanck, De 
kunst der oudheid, Pl. XXVIII (98); Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 346-347, pl. 192; 
Delbrück, Antike Porträts, XII, pl. 4b; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, p. 38; Fechheimer, Die Plastik 
der Ägypter, p. 43, pl. 54-56; Hamann, Agptische Kunst, Wesen und Geschichte, p. 170, fig. 171; 
Lange, Sesostris, pp. 30, 48, pl. 22-23; Meyer, Geschischte des Altertums, p. 294; Müller, “Self-
perception and self-assertion in the portrait of Senwosret III,” pp. 48, 49, 55-56, fig. 3; Polz, “Die 
Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 229 n. 11, 234 n. 44, 237 n. 64, 242 n. 81; PM 
VIII, 800-493-230; Schäfer, Das altägyptische Bildnis, pl. 14; Steindorff, Die Kunst der Agypter, 
pp. 65, 203 (grouped with Am.III); Vandier, Maneul III, p. 190; Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works 
of Art, p. 98 (says its Am.III); Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 95, 109, 182, Cat. 41; Ricketts, 
“Head of Amenemmes III in Obsidian,” pp. 71-73; Ricketts, “Head in Serpentine of Amenemmes 
III,” p. 211. 
 
Cairo, Egyptian Museum –  
 
Cairo JE 54857 (pl. XXII) 
 
 Head of a Colossal Shrouded Royal Figure  
 
                                                             
2674 Lange, Sesostris, p. 48. 
2675 Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, p. 38.  
2676 Müller, “Self-perception and self-assertion,” p. 48. 
2677 Ricketts, “Head of Amenemmes III in Obsidian,” p. 72. 
2678 Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 98. 
2679 Steindorff, Die Kunst der Agypter, p. 65. 




Measurements: H = 83 cm2681  
Provenance: Medamoud, Temple of Montu 
Comments: Medamoud Inv. No. 49002682  
 
This statue is part of a series from Medamoud that also included Cairo JE 58926 and Louvre 
E.12924; Cairo JE 54857 comes from Bisson de la Roque’s 1927 excavations, from the Southwest 
part of the Ptolemaic enclosure, on the level of the temple. 2683 These fragments belonged to a 
series of colossal statues c. 10 ft. tall that depict the king as a shrouded royal figure.2684 There is 
no scholarly consensus as to the date of these statues; theories range from the late 12th to 13th 
Dynasties. Delange has pointed out that while certain traits are comparable to Senwosret III, 
other resemble 13th Dynasty examples.2685 Russman has attributed the group to the 13th 
Dynasty.2686 Berman attributed the group to Senwosret III, after he ruled out Amenemhet III due 
to inactivity in the area of Medamoud and Sobekhotep II due to the quality of his relief work at 
the site.2687 While Berman has acknowledged that the treatment of the eyes differs from other 
known representations of the king, he maintains that the facial structure and furrowed brow 
were in clear alignment with the known portraits of Senwosret III.2688 He has proposed that the 
differences in appearance may have been due to the use of limestone as opposed to the harder 
stone normally used for images of Senwosret III. Farsen is even more specific with his date, 
placing Louvre E.12924 and Cairo JE 54857 in the early stages of the reign of Senwosret III 
because they appeared to him to be very tapered and idealized.2689 Neither Polz nor Connor 
include this series. 
 
Bibliography: 
Bisson de la Roque, Rapport sur Les Fouilles de Medamoud (1930), part I, p. 51, fig. 24, pl. V; 
Corteggiani, Centenaire de l’Insititut français d’archéologie orientale, pp. 92-93, Cat. 58; 
Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 43; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris 
III, pp. 41-42. 
 
* Cairo JE 459752690 (pl. XXIII) 
 
 Colossul Seated Statue  
                                                             
2681 F. Bisson de la Roque, Rapport sur Les Fouilles de Medamoud (1930). FIFAO 8, part I (Cairo: IFAO, 
1931), p. 51. 
2682 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 8, part I, p. 51. 
2683 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 8, part I, p. 51. 
2684 Berman, “The Image of the King,” p. 27. Bisson de la Roque highlights the distinctive uraei of this 
group, which he associates with the Osiride statue. Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 8, part I, p. 51. 
2685 Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, pp. 42-43. Most scholars agree that the 
attribution is only tentative: Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 41-42; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme, p. 98. 
2686 Russmann, Egyptian Sculpture: Cairo and Luxor, pp. 78-79. 
2687 Berman, “The Image of the King,” p. 27. 
2688 Berman, “The Image of the King,” p. 27. 
2689 Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 41-42. 





Measurements: H = 4.44 m2691; weight = 16,800 kg2692 
Provenance: Fayum, Heracleopolis, Temple of Ramses II at Kom el-Aqarib  
Comments:  
 
This statue is one of a group of seated colossi from Ahnasieh (Herakleopolis Magna) that Ramses 
II usurped and re-carved. Excavators discovered the statues on the Kom el-Aqareb, one of a 
number of hillocks that cover the area; they derive from the 19th Dynasty reimagining of the 
local temple under Ramses II. Naville first excavated at the site in 1891, and after two seasons, 
he believed that he had cleared the existing remains of the temple area; however, Petrie and 
Currelly’s 1897 survey suggested that substantially more lay undiscovered and they returned for 
a full season in 1904.2693 Their work revealed that the earliest physical remains of a temple at 
the site date to the 12th Dynasty.2694  This structure was then remodeled in the 18th Dynasty and 
again in the 19th Dynasty, during the reign of Ramses II.  
 
The 12th Dynasty evidence includes a series of re-used blocks that reference Senwosret II, 
Senwosret III, and Amenemhet III as well as a group of palm-shaped granite columns.2695 In 
addition, the stela of 2awy, engraved in the Wadi Hamamat and dated to Year 14 of Senwosret 
III states that the king ordered him to bring fine monuments to Hershef, the lord of 
Heracleopolis.2696 Petrie has likened the layout of the 12th Dynasty structure to the temple at 
Abydos, and he has described it as a small sanctuary for the sacred bark with a large forecourt 
and a series of storerooms flanking the main building.2697 Daressy also discovered two lintels in 
1915, one referencing Sobeknefru and the other, Senwosret III.2698 Based on such a large 
number of fragments, it seems most likely that the statues were initially set up at Herakleopolis.  
 
Scholars originally proposed that Cairo JE 45975 and 45976 formed a pair, as both statues were 
discovered during the removal of sebakh in 1915.2699 Cairo JE 45975 comes from the east side of 
a colonnade associated with the Ramesside temple.2700 The original statue most likely dates to 
the 12th dynasty but Ramses II extensively re-carved the image; his name appears multiple times 
in the secondary inscriptions.  An overview of the object reveals a number of points of 
usurpation/revision including the erasure of the original belt buckle inscription, the replacement 
of the original bellybutton, and the re-carving of the head and nemes. 
                                                             
2691 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2692 M.G. Daressy, “Deux grandes statues de Ramsès II d’Héracléopolis,” ASAE 17 (1917): 33-38, p. 36.  
2693 W.M.F. Petrie, Ehnasya 1904 (London: EEF, 1905), p. 1. 
2694 The 12th dynasty remains overlay irregular buildings and tombs from prior to the reign of Senwosret II, 
but none earlier than the 11th Dynasty, suggesting the possibility of an earlier structure in a different 
location. 
2695 Petrie, Ehnasya 1904, pp. 4-7, pl. XI-XIV. 
2696 E. Naville, Ahnas el Medineh (Heracleopolis Magna): with Chapters on Mendes, the Nome of Thoth, 
and Leontopolis (London: EEF, 1894), p. 1. 
2697 Petrie, Ehnasya 1904, pp. 6-7. 
2698 Daressy, “Deux grandes statues,” pp. 34-35. 
2699 Daressy, “Deux grandes statues,” p. 33.  




Fortunately, some traces of the original work remain including the back of the nemes, which 
preserves Form A.1, the style most commonly associated with the reign of Senwosret III, 
particularly those examples in the Quartzite Group. Interestingly, the style of the bull’s tail and 
the original uraeus body also align with the Quartzite Group. One final link between the pair and 
the statuary of Senwosret III is the presence of two small-scale royal women flanking the legs of 
the king, a trend that continues into the New Kingdom. The remains of part of the original 
inscription of the belt buckle of Cairo JE 45975 preserve the bottom of a cartouche, which 
Daressy has suggested most likely contained the prenomen of Senwosret III.2701 He has 
interpreted the very damaged remains as follows: (1)… (2) …([xa]-kA(w)-[ra]) (3) nTr-nfr nb 
tAwy.2702 While his suggestion is possible based on the lines preserved, only the bottom of the 
final kA sign is visible.  
 
Cairo JE 45976 comes from the northwest corner of the colonnade2703 and was usurped/re-
worked by both Ramses II and Merenptah; unfortunately, none of the original inscriptions 
survive in this case. The musculature and anatomical details of both images are well in line with 
examples from the late 12th Dynasty, particularly those of the reign of Amenemhet III. Connor 
has identified the calves, thighs, tibiae, and kneecaps as characteristic of the royal statuary of 
the 12th Dynasty. Further, he has contrasted the much more naturalistic style of that period, 
with the more geometric features of 18th Dynasty royal statuary, in the hopes of further refining 
the date of the original objects.2704 
 
While scholars have traditionally interpreted these two statues as a pair, Connor has rightly 
identified a series of key differences that suggest each statue was one member of a separate 
pair, bringing the total number of statues in this group to at least four. In the case of Cairo JE 
45975, Connor has proposed an original date after the reign Senwosret III.2705 First, he has 
suggested that the face of the figure is too rounded, given the portrait style of Senwosret III. 
Second, he found that the treatment of the torso, which does not appear to have been 
modified, simpler and more geometric than the naturalistic torsos of Senwosret III; they are 
more in line with the style of Amenemhet III. In addition, all of the known royal statues dated to 
Senwosret III show the right hand in a fist; for royal males, Amenemhet III is the first to have 
both hands flat on the thighs. As for the cartouche, Connor reads the remaining lines as the 
bottom of the quail chick in the prenomen of Amenemhet IV, MAa-xrw-ra.2706 While the original 
inscription is very damaged, the placement of the hands in particular favors a later date.  
 
                                                             
2701 Daressy, “Deux grandes statues,” pp. 36. 
2702 Daressy, “Deux grandes statues,” p. 36. 
2703 Daressy, “Deux grandes statues,” p. 37.  
2704 S. Connor, “Quatre colosses du Moyen Empire “ramessises” (Paris A 21, Le Caire CG 1197, JE 45975 et 
45976),” BIFAO 115 (2016): 85-110, p. 88. 
2705 Connor, “Quatre colosses du Moyen Empire,” pp. 90-91. 
2706 Connor, “Quatre colosses du Moyen Empire,” p. 90. While the features do not support such a date, it 
is also important to note that Evers has suggested that the sign preserved on JE 45975 was a part of the 
throne name of Thutmose I (aA-xpr-kA-ra). Evers, Staat II, § 639 and 724.  
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 Connor has also offered an alternative view of Cairo JE 45976 citing the statue’s size, form, and 
differing degree of modification as evidence that it was not originally the partner to JE 45975.2707 
Cairo JE 45976 is smaller, measuring some 390 cm. in height vs. Cairo CG 45975 at 435 cm., 103 
cm. wide vs. 131 cm., and 203 cm. deep vs. 234 cm. and the base of the statue is visibly higher. 
Further, this statue was usurped a second time, under Merenptah, and therefore underwent 
more significant changes. The nemes is smooth and the profile of the face is flat and narrow 
suggesting that both were altered. According to Connor, the upper torso was also likely re-
worked, but the legs still fit with the classic 12th Dynasty type.2708 Further evidence of 
modification is present on the two female figures, which now conform to the Ramesside style.  
 
Connor has suggested that the statues represent two distinct colossi, both from the late Middle 
Kingdom, and both originally one of a pair of statues. He has proposed further that they were 
part of a group dating to the reign of Amenemhet IV. Additional support for a group of late 
Middle Kingdom royal statues at the site comes from the more recent excavations. In 1966, J. 
Lopez found the lower section of the probable twin to Cairo JE 45975 in the ruins of the temple 
of Herishef2709 and an Egyptian team working at the site recently discovered a fourth colossus, of 
similar size; however, the exact dimensions of the statue are unknown at this time.2710 The 
Lopez statue is preserved from the belt down, but the dimensions are similar to JE 45975 and it 
appears to have been comparably usurped. Connor has concluded that there were at least two 
pairs of quartzite colossi from the late Middle Kingdom one usurped by Ramses II alone and the 
other by Ramses II and Merenptah.  
 
Two additional colossi of alleged Middle Kingdom origin that were usurped by Ramses II also 
come from Herakleopolis, but their story is less clear. This pair of statues, Philadelphia E635 and 
a statue Petrie uncovered, is similar in size, shape, and style to those discussed above; however, 
it remains uncertain exactly what period of the Middle Kingdom they derive from. Naville 
uncovered the Philadelphia statue near the northeast corner of the portico of the temple of 
Ramses II and Petrie found its partner broken apart in a hole in the northwest corner.2711 A 
mistake in the publication of these two statues led to the general assumption that they also 
dated to the reign of Senwosret III, as it seems that Naville published a drawing of the Petrie 
statue.2712 Nonetheless, the features of these two statues also suggest a date to the Middle 
Kingdom. Miller has observed a general flatness to the body of Philadelphia E635 and has noted 
that the sides of the throne were originally anepigraphic, both features of the 13th Dynasty. On 
the other hand, based on the musculature of the upper body Wegner and Silverman, have 
suggested a possible 11th Dynasty date.2713 
 
                                                             
2707 Connor, “Quatre colosses du Moyen Empire,” pp. 91-93.  
2708 Connor, “Quatre colosses du Moyen Empire,” p. 92. 
2709 J. Lopez, “Rapport preliminaire sur les fouilles d’Herakleopolis (1966),” OrAnt 13 (1974): 299-316, pp. 
304-306. 
2710 Connor, “Quatre colosses du Moyen Empire,” p. 93.  
2711 Naville, Ahnas el Medineh, p. 10; W.M.F. Petrie, Ehnasya 1904, p. 15; P. Miller, “A Statue of Ramesses 
II in the University Museum, Philadelphia,” JEA 25 (1939): pp. 1-7. 
2712 Miller, “A Statue of Ramesses II,” p. 1. 
2713 Personal Communication.  
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The preserved original features and limited inscriptional data make it difficult to pinpoint a date 
for the origins of this group of at least six Middle Kingdom quartzite colossi. However, the fact 
that in every preserved case both hands appear flat against the thighs indicates that they most 
likley date to the reign of Amenemhet III or later. Further, Connor’s analysis of the sign 
remaining on Cairo JE 45975 indicates that the most likely date, at least for that statue, is 
Amenemhet IV.  While it is not possible to date any of these statues to Senwosret III at this time, 
based on the re-used blocks at the site it is clear that he invested heavily in the temple, as did 
many of the rulers of the later 12th Dynasty.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “Quatre colosses du Moyen Empire,” pp. 88-93; Daressy, ASAE 17 (1917), pp. 33-38; 
Evers, Staat II, pls. xv-xvi, Miller, “A Statue of Ramesses II in the University Museum, 
Philadelphia,” pp. 1-7; PM IV, p. 121 
 
* Cairo JE 459762714 (pl. XXIII) 
 
 Colossul Seated Statue  
 
Material: Quartzite 
Measurements: H = 388 cm2715; weight = 12,800 kg2716 
Provenance: Fayum, Heracleopolis, Temple of Ramses II at Kom el-Aqarib  
Comments: See previous entry 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “Quatre colosses du Moyen Empire,” pp. 88-93; Daressy, ASAE 17 (1917), pp. 33-38; 
Evers, Staat II, pls. xv-xvi, Miller, “A Statue of Ramesses II in the University Museum, 
Philadelphia,” pp. 1-7; PM IV, p. 121 
 
Cairo JE 58926  
 




Provenance: Medamoud, Temple of Montu 
Comments:  
 
This statue is part of a sub-group from Medamoud that also included Cairo JE 54857 and Louvre 
E.12924. For more information on this group see Cairo JE 54857. 
 
Bibliography: 
                                                             
2714 Alternative numbers include: SR G/18b+20 
2715 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2716 Daressy, “Deux grandes statues,” p. 37.  
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Corteggiani, Centenaire de l’Insititut français d’archéologie orientale, p. 92; Delange, Catalogue 
des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 42. 
 
Munich, Staatliche Sammlung Ägyptischer Kunst –  
 
* Munich ÄS 71102717 (pl. XXIII) 
 
 Head from a Sphinx  
 
Material: Granodiorite 




The National Collection of Egyptian Art at Munich purchased this head in April of 1991, by 
means of the Free State of Bavaria and through the support of the Friends of the Museum.2718 
Based on its high cheekbones, strong brow-ridges, and deep-set eyes; Farsen, Schoske, and 
Wildung have all suggested that it depicts Senwosret III as a youth.2719  
 
Fay and Wenzel have called into question the date of the head, as both have dated it to the 
reign of Amenemhet II.2720 Wenzel has put forth a series of iconographic comparisons between 
the statuary of Amenemhet II, Senwosret II, and Senwosret III, isolating key features that 
support his date. Based on his thorough analysis of the eyes and eyebrows, mouth, ears, nemes, 
uraeus, mane, beard, and beaded collar it is clear that the features of this head are more in line 
with those of Amenemhet II. Further, the features are so exact that Wenzel has proposed a date 
of Amenemhet II Year 30 for the statue.2721 Polz dates the piece to Senwosret III. Connor first 
included it in his Archaizing Group of statuary dating to Senwosret III, then reevaluated his date, 
changing it to Amenemhet II-Senwosret II, in agreement with Wenzel.  
 
Bibliography: 
Fay, Louvre Sphinx, p. 65, No. 25; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 350, 354, pls. 177, 
194, 198-199; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 29-30; Grimm et al., Pharao, pp. 60-61, Cat. 43; 
Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 228 n. 9, 230 n. 19, 237 n. 64; PM VIII, 
800-494-370; Schoske, “Der <<jugendliche>> Sesostris,” p. 209; Schoske, Faraón: el culto al sol 
en el antiguo Egipto, p. 253, fig. 107; Schoske (ed.), Staatliche Sammlung Agyptischer Kunst 
Munchen, p. 54, fig. 53; Schoske and Wildung, Das Münchner Buch der Ägyptischen Kunst, p. 70, 
                                                             
2717 I would like to thank the staff of the Staatliches Museum Ägyptischer Kunst in Munich for providing 
me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
2718 Schoske, “Der <<jugendliche>> Sesostris,” p. 209. 
2719 Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 29-30; Schoske, “Der <<jugendliche>> Sesostris,” p. 209; Wildung, 
“Übermensch und Menschensohn Bildnisse des Pharao,” pp. 60-61; Wildung and Schoske, Last Exit 
Munich, pp. 52, 56. 
2720 Wenzel, “Ein Sphinxkopf aus der 12. Dynastie,” p. 343. 
2721 Wenzel, “Ein Sphinxkopf aus der 12. Dynastie,” p. 352. 
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fig. 60; Wenzel, “Ein Sphinxkopf aus der 12. Dynastie,”; Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 95, 
102, 181, Cat. 35; Wildung and Schoske, Last Exit Munich, pp. 52, 56, No. 38.  
 
New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art 
 
*New York MMA 66.99.5 (pl. XXII) 
 
 Head of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Black Gabbro 




Acquired through the Fletcher Fund and as a gift of Dr. and Mrs. Edmundo Lassalle through the 
Guide Foundation; formerly in the Gallatin Collection. According to Aldred, this head shows the 
evolution of Senwosret III’s style and represents the king “in the full vigor of life.”2722 Polz also 
includes this head in her Senwosret III catalogue; however, Connor has chosen not to include 
the piece. He has highlighted a series of anomalies that are at odds with the iconography and 
style of Senwosret III.2723 The eyes are too far apart and are oddly set, the lower jaw is too far 
forward, the nose is too large, and the shape of the mouth is off. The pattern of the nemes 
stripes is off as well as its general shape.  
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, Middle Kingdom Art, p. 52, pl. 70 (called Am.III); Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the 
Middle Kingdom,” pp. 42-43, fig. 23 and 24; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 346, pls. 
192, 196; Delia, “Khakaure Senwosret III, King & Man,” p. 29; Fischer, “The Gallatin Egyptian 
Collection,” p. 162 no. 15; Hardwick, “The Obsidian King’s Origins,” p. 14; Hayes, Scepter I, 199; 
Müller, “Self-perception and self-assertion in the portrait of Senwosret III,” p. 48; Polz, “Die 
Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 229 n. 11 and n. 12, 234 n. 44, 237 n. 64, 239 n. 




* Louvre E 129242724 (pl. XXII) 
 
 Head of Colossal Colossal Shrouded Royal Figure 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: H = 86.6 cm; L = 32.7 cm; D = 48.5 cm 
Provenance: Medamoud, Temple of Montu 
                                                             
2722 Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 43. 
2723 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 346. 
2724 I would like to thank the staff of the Louvre for providing me with the opportunity to study and 
photograph this object. 
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Comments: Medamoud Inv. No. 2175.2725  
 
This statue is part of a sub-group from Medamoud that also included Cairo JE 58926 and Cairo JE 
54857. For more information on this group see Cairo JE 54857. This head came from the 1927 
season at Medamoud, from inside of the foundations of the wall at 0.65 m under the level of the 
Ptolemaic Temple.2726   
 
Bibliography: 
Berman and Letellier, Pharaohs Treasures, pp. 27-28; Bisson de la Roque, RdE 5 (1946), p. 37; 
Bisson de la Roque, Rapport sur Les Fouilles de Medamoud (1926), part I, pp. 103-104, pl. IV; 
Boreux, La sculpture égyptienne au Musée du Louvre, unnumbered page, pl. XXV (dated to 
D.13); Boreux, “A propos d’un linteau représentant Sésostris III,” pp. 2, 12; Corteggiani, 
Centenaire de l’Insititut français d’archéologie orientale, p. 92; Davies, “A Royal Statue 
Reattributed,” pp. 13 n. 14, 18 n. 66 and 67, 31 n. 3; Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes 
du Moyen Empire, pp. 42-43; Desroches-Noblecourt and Vercoutter (eds.), Un siècle de fouilles 
français en Égypte, pp. 180-181, Cat. 216; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, pp. 41-42; PM V, p. 148; 
Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 98; Russmann, Egyptian 
Sculpture: Cairo and Luxor, pp. 78-79, fig. 35 (she says D.13); Vandier, Maneul III, pl. LXXIII.1. 
 
Paris, Louvre (On Loan to Besancon, Musee de Beaux-Arts et d’Archéologie) 
 
Louvre D.890.1.652727 (pl. XXII) 
 
 Head of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Limestone, traces of black paint on eyes 




D.890.1.65 is currently on loan from the Louvre, where G. Maspero gifted it in 1884. This head 
has traditionally been dated to the reign of Senwosret III; however, the most recent evaluation 
suggests that it may in fact date to the reign of Sobekhotep I. Based on the eyes, mouth, and 
nasolabial folds, Schoske and Farsen have identified this head Senwosret III, with Farsen 
designating it as a youthful depiction.2728 Neither Polz nor Connor include this object. 
 
Connor has suggested that the stylistic features are more in line with the early 13th dynasty.2729 
He has highlighted the following traits, which he believes distinguish this head from those dating 
to Senwosret III: the mouth with raised corners, the squared chin and lower jaw, the two very 
deep nasolabial folds, and the two deep vertical wrinkles in the forehead. He has likened the 
                                                             
2725 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, pp. 103-104, pl. IV. 
2726 Bisson de la Roque, FIFAO 4, part I, pp. 103-104, pl. IV. 
2727 I would like to thank the staff of the Louvre for providing additional information on this object. 
2728 Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 95, 97, 181, Cat. 31; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, p. 36. 
2729 Connor, Sésostris III Pharaon de Légende, p. 46. 
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features to the three heads from Osirian statues found at Medamoud, which he has also dated 
to the early 13th Dynasty.2730 Based on the presense of similar features in the reliefwork of 
Sobekhotep I, Connor has proposed that the group was a part of his building program at 
Medamoud. He concludes that while the image clearly references Senwosret III, it ultimately 
dates to the 13th Dynasty.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Sésostris III Pharaon de Légende, p. 46; Farsen, Die Plastik Seostris III, p. 36; PM VIII, 
800-493-300; Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 95, 97, 181, Cat. 31. ( 
	
Private, Norbert Schimmel Collection –  
	
Schimmel No. 212 (pl. XXIII) 
 
 Head of Senwosret III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 9.2 cm  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: also referred to as Schimmel Collection, Jerusalem 97.71.252 
 
Porter and Moss have dated this head to Senwosret II/III and Polz has included it in her 
catalogue. Connor follows Fay how has dated the head to Senwosret II.2731 Its facial features are 
particularly marked for Senwosret II, but the shape of the face does not match that of 
Senwosret III; in addition, the mouth is too small, the cheeks too chubby, and the eyes small. 
According to Connor, if one ignores the furrows, which are too sharp and deep and are poorly 
integrated into the face, the statue is very similar to the Vienna torso of Senwosret II.2732 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 347, p. 193; Fay, Louvre Sphinx, p. 60, pl. 80 [e]; Polz, 
“Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 228 n. 3, 237 n. 64; PM VIII, 800-494-940; 









                                                             
2730 Connor, Sésostris III Pharaon de Légende, p. 46. 
2731 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Égypte, p. 347; Fay,	Louvre	Sphinx,	p.	60,	pl.	80	[e]. 








This catalogue includes a total of 92 statues or statue fragments that I have attributed to 
the reign of Amenemhet III. I have divided them into five groups based primarily on their 
preserved inscriptions and provenance. Group 1 includes those objects that preserve an 
inscription that confirms a date during the reign of Amenemhet III; they also have a 
known/excavated provenance, which serves to establish their general location of origin. Statues 
in Group 2 also have a textually confirmed date, but without a known provenance. Group 3 
contains uninscribed pieces with a known primary provenance, and Group 4 contains examples 
that are attributed based on style alone. Group 5 includes objects with a questionable 
attribution that scholars have dated variously, but most likely date to the reign of Amenemhet 
III. Following these five main groups is a short account of objects previously dated to 
Amenemhet III that I have chosen not to include.  
 
Group 1 – Inscribed, Provenance Known: 
Abgig/Begig –  
 
No. 1  
 
Cairo, RT 22/9/25/42733 
 
 Fragment from a Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: L/Depth = 107 cm2734  
Provenance: Fayum, Ezbet el-Sufi, near Abgig/Begig 
Comments:  
 
                                                             
2733 Alternative numbers include: SR 8V/13 
2734 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
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Unfortunately, there is no published information related to the discovery of this object and 
there are no photographs. Further, there is little general information on the site of Abgig. A 
large stele/obelisk dating to Senwosret I comes from the site, which indicates some 12th Dynasty 
investment in the area prior to the reign of Amenemhet III.2735 
 
Description: 
Base of a limestone sphinx of Amenemhet III that preserves part of the posterior of the sphinx 
and a small portion of the text inscribed between the front legs of the animal. It is possible this 
sphinx is executed in the same style as the maned limestone sphinxes from Elkab (Cairo CG 391 
and Munich ÄS 7132), but the scanty description and the inability to access the object make it 
impossible to know.  
 
Inscriptions:  
Only the lower half of a single cartouche is preserved containing the end of the prenomen of 
Amenemhet III as well as some epithets that link him to the local god of the Fayum, Sobek-
Shedty. 
 
Between Front Legs –  
… [(Nj]-mAat-[Re]) mry [sbk] Sdtj Hr(y)-jb 5dyt dj anx 
… Nimaatre beloved of Sobek-Shedty who resides in Shedet, given life 
 
Bibliography: 
No known references. 
 
Biahmu –  
 
No. 2 (pl. XXVII) 
 
Western Colossi  
 
 Seated Colossi of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Figure = Quartzite; Pedestal = Limestone 
Measurements: H = c. 18 m; Pedestal H. = 6.40 m2736  
Provenance: Biahmu 
Comments: Biahmu Series 
 
One of a pair of seated colossi whose remains are located near Biahmu, overlooking Lake 
Moeris; a fragment from the nose of one of these two figures is located in Oxford.2737 
 
Description: 
                                                             
2735 For more information on this object and its significance see: M. Zecchi, “The monument of Abgig,” SAK 
37 (2008): 373-386. 
2736 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 367. 
2737 Oxford AN1888.759A 
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This installation once consisted of a quartzite colossal statue of Amenemhet III fixed atop a large 
limestone pedestal. The remains indicate that the king’s throne base was inscribed with the 42 
nomes of Upper and Lower Egypt. Little of this monument has survived aside from two small 
towers of blocks from the statue’s pedestal. There are no remains of the actual image of the 
king left in situ. 
 
Inscriptions: 
Fragments of inscription come from the thrones and bases of the statues and from the pedestals 
on which they originally stood. The throne inscriptions consist of the Sema-Tawy scene and its 
associated texts.2738 Quartzite fragments from the bases of the statues, indicate that they were 
decorated with a series of figures representing the 42 nomes of Upper and Lower Egypt.2739 
Habachi has published two of the fragments along with their inscriptions.2740 The first depicts a 
nome figure holding a table of offerings and the second preserves part of an inscription from 
one of the statue bases. The treatment of the second fragment reveals that the bases consisted 
of four slabs of quartzite joined together.  
 
In addition to Habachi’s fragments, Petrie found a small granite fragment, which preserved two 
lines of inscription; according to Petrie, the fragment came from the jamb of the gateway to one 
of the statues’ enclosures.2741 However, Habachi has suggested that based on the size of the 
fragment and its inscription, it was too small for such a purpose and likely came from another 
monument of Amenemhet III at the site.2742 The inscription likely referred to repair work on 
some of the monuments in the Fayum.2743 
 
Corner From Base of Statue –  
(1) … anx Dt 
“… life forever.” 
(2) jn.n.(j) n.k … 
“It is to you that I have brought …” 
 
Nome Figure Inscription –  
[dj].n.(j) n.k Htpt nb(t) 
“It is to you that I have given all offerings” 
 
Petrie Fragment –  
(1) nswt-bjtj (N-mAat-Ra) gm.n Hm.f r … (2) … wA.t(j) r Dw Hr.s wD Hm.f … 
“King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Nimaatre, his Majesty found … that which had become ruined, 
so that sadness was upon it. His majesty commanded …” 
 
Bibliography: 
                                                             
2738 Habachi, “The Monument of Biyahmu,” p. 722. 
2739 Habachi, “The Monument of Biyahmu,” p. 724. 
2740 Habachi, “The Monument of Biyahmu,” pp. 726-729. 
2741 Petrie, Hawara, p. 55, pl. XXVIII fig. 1. 
2742 Habachi, “The Monument of Biyahmu,” p. 726. 
2743 Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat III, p. 127. 
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Aldred, “Plastik,” p. 212; Berman and Letellier, Pharaohs Treasures, p. 45; Brandl, “Götter des 
Fajjum,” p. 36; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 362; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” pp. 
11, 13, fig. 8-9; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 60; Freed, “Another Look,” 
pp. 111-112, pl. XVIIa; Grimm et al., Pharao, p. 65; Habachi, “Hawara,” LA II, col. 1073 n. 4, n. 12; 
Habachi, “The Monument of Biyahmu,” pp. 721-732; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 130, 137, 152, 160, 367, No. 324; Hirsch, “Zur 
Kultpolitik der 12. Dynastie,” p. 46; Laboury, “Le portrait royal sous Séostris III et Amenemhat 
III,” p. 58; Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat III, p. 127; Maspero, Histoire ancienne des 
peuples I, p. 513; Petrie, Hawara, pl. XXVII:1; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets 
III,” p. 238 n. 69; PM IV, p. 98; Smith, Art and Architecture, p. 95; Sourouzian, “Standing royal 
colossi of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 229; Spiegelberg, Gesichichte der Ägyptischen Kunst, p. 35; 
Tefnin, “Les yeux et les oreilles du Roi,” p. 152; Wildung, Sesostris und Amenemhet, p. 171 fig. 
149; Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, p. 317. 
 




 Seated Colossi of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Figure = Quartzite; Pedestal = Limestone 
Measurements: H = c. 18 m; Pedestal H. = 6.40 m2744  
Provenance: Biahmu 
Comments: Biahmu Series 
 
These remains once represented one of a pair of seated colossi located near Biahmu, 
overlooking Lake Moeris.  
 
Description: 
Colossal seated statue of Amenemhet III on a high pedestal; only the fragmentary remains of the 
pedestal are left standing. This installation once consisted of a quartzite colossal statue of 
Amenemhet III seated on top of a large limestone pedestal; the throne base was inscribed with 
the 42 nomes of Upper and Lower Egypt. 
 
Inscriptions: 
See Cat. No. 1. 
 
Bibliography specific to the Eastern Colossi: 
Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 130, 137, 152, 160, 368, No. 
325. 
 
Deir el-Bahari –  
 
No. 4 (pl. LI) 
                                                             




Current Location/Storage Unknown2745  
 




Provenance: Deir el-Bahari, Temple of Mentuhotep II   
Comments:   
 
Winlock uncovered this statue near a 12th Dynasty tomb located on the south side of the 
causeway of the mortuary temple of Mentuhotep II at Deir el-Bahari.2746 He has suggested that 
the statue originally stood in the Valley Temple of Mentuhotep II, which must have been located 
near its point of discovery. This statue was not included in the catalogues of Polz or Connor. 
 
Description: 
Badly damaged lower half of a statue of Amenemhet III. The king sits on a block throne with his 
hands flat against his thighs. The statue appears to have two lines of inscription flanking the 
king’s legs. The statue is not well published and the image from Winlock’s records at the 
Metropolitan Museum of Art does not provide a clear reading of the inscription, although you 
can plainly see the cartouches of Amenemhet III.  
 
Inscriptions: 
Unfortunately, Winlock did not record the inscriptions of this statue and the only image of it is 
not of good quality. There appears to have been at least two single rows of inscription flanking 
the king’s legs. All that is visible is the left inscription, which is badly damaged; however, it is 
possible to make out the following: 
 
… nb tAwy (N-MAat-Ra) … 
… Lord of the Two Lands, Nimaatre … 
 
Bibliography: 
Hayes, Scepter I, p. 202; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 343, 
No. 282; Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat III, pp. 120-121; PM II, p. 382; Winlock, 
“Excavations at Thebes,” p. 17. 
 
Hawara –   
 
No. 5 (pl. XXIX) 
 
                                                             
2745 I would like to thank Adela Oppenheim and Catharine Roehrig of the Metropolitian Museum of Art for 
providing me with information and images related to this object. 
2746 H. Winlock, “Excavations at Thebes in 1912-13, by the Museum’s Egyptian Expedition,” MMA Bull. 9 
(1914): 1+10-23, p. 17.  
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* Berlin, Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung ÄM 11952747 
 
 Statue Base of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: White Limestone, evidence of paint in inscription 
Measurements: Fragment 1: L = 56 cm; W = 58 cm; H = c. 21 cm; Fragment 2: L = 40 cm, W = 
44.5 cm; W = c. 21 cm; Fragment 3 = L = c. 25 cm, W = 16 cm, H = 17.5 cm 
Provenance: Hawara, Cemeteries North of Pyramid, private tomb2748 
Comments: Hawara Series 
 
This is one of a number of statues and statue fragments uncovered over the course of Petrie’s 
excavations at Hawara. This group includes four limestone statue bases (Berlin 1195, an 
example in the Cloisters of St. George, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and Louvre E 33167), one nearly 
complete seated statue (Cairo CG 385), two granite dyads (Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 
1842), a group statue that depicts Amenemhet III and four goddesses (in situ), fragments from 
two additional statues (Leiden F 1934/2.129 and one fragment left in situ), and fragments from 
two colossal statues, one in limestone (Copenhagen AEIN 1417) and one in granite (Copenhagen 
AEIN 1420), as well as numerous fragments of both royal and divine statuary, which were 
scattered all over the surface. In addition, there are three copper statues that likely came from 
Hawara (Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz No. 36, Ortiz No. 37) and a bust now in a private collection (Fay 
2003).  
 
Neither Polz nor Connor have included this base in their catalogues. Connor did not include any 
objects that just preserve the base as a general rule; however, I have chosen to include them 
here to offer a fuller picture of the surviving corpus of material. This block was discovered in a 
Middle Kingdom tomb in the cemetery NW of the king’s pyramid2749 and is one in a series of at 
least three similar bases that depict the king with/as/or worshipping one or more deities.2750 
Each of the figures that were part of the original composition has their own inscription laid out 
in a neat block, topped by the pt sign, and filled in with blue paint. 
 
Description: 
Base from a group statue that appears to have represented Amenemhet III with/as/or 
worshipping a series of five deities; none of the figures survive and there is no evidence of how 
the group would have been organized. Based on the identifying inscriptions it is possible that 
the monument depicted the king in the guise of each of the deities mentioned or perhaps in a 
pose of adoration, reflecting his service to those particular gods.  
 
Inscriptions: 
This statue base preserves five individual inscriptions, each contained within an incised square 
topped by the pt sign. All five are comprised of three lines, with the central line giving either the 
                                                             
2747 I would like to thank the staff of the Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung in Berlin for 
providing me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
2748 Petrie, Labyrinth, p. 32, pl. XXVIII:2. 
2749 Uphill, Pharaoh’s Gateway to Eternity, H.73. 
2750 These include: Berlin 1195, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and Louvre E 33167 
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nomen or praenomen of Amenemhet III. The inscriptions refer to the divinities Amau, Hatru, 
Nennuty, Nekhby, and the Field of Offerings. 2751  
 
Inscription 1 –  
(1) nb jrt xt (N-mAat-Ra) (2) dj anx Dd wAs Dt (3) mry amaw 
“The Lord of Action, Nimaatre, given life, stability, and dominion forever, beloved of Amau.” 
 
Inscription 2 –  
(1) zA Ra (Imn-m-HAt) (2) dj anx mj Ra Dt (3) mry 2Atrw 
“Son of Re, Amenemhet, given life like Re forever, beloved of Hataru.” 
 
Inscription 3 –  
(1) nTr nfr (N-mAat-Ra) (2) dj anx Dd wAs Dt (3) mry Nnwty 
“The Good God, Nimaatre, given life, stability, and dominion forever, beloved of Nenuty.” 
 
Inscription 4 –  
(1) zA Ra (Imn-m-HAt) (2) dj anx Aw jb.f Dt (3) mry Nxby 
“Son of Re, Amenemhet, given life, his heart being joyful forever, beloved of Nekhby.” 
 
Inscription 5 –  
(1) nb jrt xt (N-mAat-Ra) (2) dj anx Dd wAs Dt (3) mry Htp sHt 




A.I.B. I, p. 152; Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat III, p. 133; PM IV, p. 101; Uphill, Pharaoh’s 
Gateway to Eternity, pp. 37, 45. 
 
No. 6 (pls. XXX, LV, LXIII) 
 
* Cairo CG 3852752  
 
 Seated Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: H = 160 cm; W = 43 cm; L/Depth = 74 cm2753  
Provenance: Hawara, Labyrinth, West side, near pyramid 
Comments: Hawara Series 
 
This is one of a number of statues and statue fragments uncovered over the course of Petrie’s 
excavations at Hawara. This group includes four limestone statue bases (Berlin 1195, an 
example in the Cloisters of St. George, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and Louvre E 33167), one nearly 
                                                             
2751 Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat III, p. 133. 
2752 Alternate numbers include: JE 31301 and SR 3/9622 
2753 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
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complete seated statue (Cairo CG 385), two granite dyads (Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 
1842), a group statue that depicts Amenemhet III and four goddesses (in situ), fragments from 
two additional statues (Leiden F 1934/2.129 and one fragment left in situ), and fragments from 
two colossal statues, one in limestone (Copenhagen AEIN 1417) and one in granite (Copenhagen 
AEIN 1420), as well as numerous fragments of both royal and divine statuary, which were 
scattered all over the surface. In addition, there are three copper statues that likely came from 
Hawara (Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz No. 36, Ortiz No. 37) and a bust now in a private collection (Fay 
2003). 
 
Petrie discovered this statue in 1895 on the west side of the main entrance of the Labyrinth.2754 
Polz has classified Cairo CG 385 in her Naturalistic Style and Youthful Sub-Type2755 and Freed has 
placed it in her Traditional Group.2756  
 
Description: 
Statue of Amenemhet III seated with his hands flat on his knees. The king sits on a block throne 
inscribed with the sema-tawy motif and its accompanying inscriptions; he wears the shendjet 
kilt and nemes headdress. This image appears more youthful than many of his others; the face is 
rounded and smooth with very natural well-rendered features, there is virtually no accentuation 
around the eye or mouth area. Even the way the chest is carved, with its absence of any real 
muscle tone, suggests a more youthful individual. This statue shares two key features with the 
statuary of Senwosret III: the presence of the amulet necklace and the plastic triple-stripe 
nemes headdress (Form A.1). These features, along with a number of other concerns discussed 




The inscriptions provide yet another link between this image and the statuary of Senwosret III. 
While Senwosret’s statue inscriptions almost always refer to the king using his throne name, 
proper name, and Horus name, this is the only example dating to Amenemhet III that preserves 
his Horus name.2757 The front, sides, and base of the king’s throne are inscribed. Two vertical 
columns frame the king’s legs and continue onto the base. They provide Amenemhet III’s names 
and titles and proclaim him to be beloved of Sobek-Shedty. In addition, the sides of the throne 
are decorated with the sema-tawy motif and its associated texts. 
 
Left Side of Throne –  
Front: (1) Dd-mdw jn rsj dj anx nb (2) Dd-mdw dj.n.(j) n.k ht nbt nfrt jmjt (3) Dd-mdw dj.n.(j) n.k 
anx Dd wAs nb xrj 
“Words spoken by the south, given all life. Words spoken: It is to you that I have given every 
good thing therein. Words spoken: It is to you that I have given all life, stability, and dominion, 
so says.”  
                                                             
2754 W.M.F. Petrie, G.A. Wainwright, and E. Mackay, The Labyrinth, Gerzeh, and Mazghuneh (London: 
School of Archaeology in Egypt, 1912), p. 29. 
2755 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 233 n. 28 and 29.  
2756 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 105-106. 
2757 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 248. 
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Center: nTr nfr nb tAwy (N-mAat-Re) 
“The Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, Nimaatre” 
Rear: (1) Dd-mdw jn tA-mHw dj anx nb (2) Dd-mdw dj.n.(j) n.k xt nbt nfrt jmjt (3) Dd-mdw dj.n.(j) 
n.k anx Dd wAs xrj 
“Words spoken by the north, given all life. Words spoken: It is to you that I have given every 
good thing therein. Words spoken: It is to you that I have given all life, stability, and dominion, 
so says.” 
 
Right Side of Throne –  
Front: (1) Dd-mdw jn tA-mHw dj anx nb (2) Dd-mdw dj.n.(j) n.k xt nbt nfrt jmjt (3) Dd-mdw 
dn.n.(j) n.k anx wAs nb snb 
“Words spoken by the north, given all life. Words spoken: It is to you that I have given every 
good thing therein. Words spoken: It is to you that I have given all life, stability, and dominion, 
so says.” 
Center: nTr nfr nb tAwy (N-mAat-Re) 
“The Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, Nimaatre” 
Rear: (1) Dd-mdw jn rsw dj anx.f (2) Dd-mdw dj.n.(j) n.k xt nbt nfrt jmjt (3) Dd-mdw dn.n.(j) n.k 
anx wAs nb snb 
“Words spoken by the south, given all life. Words spoken: It is to you that I have given every 
good thing therein. Words spoken: It is to you that I have given all life, stability, and dominion, 
so says.” 
 
Front of Throne, Left –  
1r aA-bAw (N-mAat-Ra) zA Ra (Imn-m-Hat) 
“Horus, Great-of-Might, Nimaatre, Son of Re, Amenemhet” 
 
Front of Throne, Right –  
mry 4bk 5dyt dj anx 
“beloved of Sobek of Shedyet, given life.” 
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82-83; Murray, Egyptian Sculpture, p. 83; Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt Transformed, p. 
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No. 7 (pl. XXIX) 
 
Cairo, Museum of the Cloisters of St. George 
 
 Base from a Kneeling Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 80 cm; L = 21 cm2758  
Provenance: Hawara  
Comments: Hawara Series 
 
This is one of a number of statues and statue fragments uncovered over the course of Petrie’s 
excavations at Hawara. This group includes four limestone statue bases (Berlin 1195, an 
example in the Cloisters of St. George, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and Louvre E 33167), one nearly 
                                                             
2758 Loukianoff, Bulletin de l’Institut d’Egypte, p. 178. 
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complete seated statue (Cairo CG 385), two granite dyads (Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 
1842), a group statue that depicts Amenemhet III and four goddesses (in situ), fragments from 
two additional statues (Leiden F 1934/2.129 and one fragment left in situ), and fragments from 
two colossal statues, one in limestone (Copenhagen AEIN 1417) and one in granite (Copenhagen 
AEIN 1420), as well as numerous fragments of both royal and divine statuary, which were 
scattered all over the surface. In addition, there are three copper statues that likely came from 




Base of kneeling statue, with one line of text. There are no published photos of this object and 
the figure of the king does not survive. 
 
Inscriptions: 
A single line of text appears along the front of the base that gives the king’s names and epithets; 
they suggest that the statue was originally from Hawara.2759  
 
Base Inscription –  
[nswt-bjtj (N-mA]at-Ra) zA Ra (Jmn-m-hAt) 4bk m 5dyt nb Hdt [mry] 
“King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Nimaatre, Son of Re, Amenemhet [beloved of] Sobek in Shedyt, 
lord of the White Crown” 
 
Bibliography: 
Loukianoff, Bulletin de l’Institut d’Egypte, pp. 178-179; Hill, “Appendix I,” p. 244; Polz, “Die 
Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 238 n. 69. 
	
No. 8 (pl. XXIX) 
 
Leiden, Rijksmuseum van Oudheden F 1939/2.512760  
 
 Pedestal from Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: H = 34 cm; W = 42 cm; D = 26 cm2761  
Provenance: Hawara, Labyrinth2762 
Comments: Hawara Series 
 
This is one of a number of statues and statue fragments uncovered over the course of Petrie’s 
excavations at Hawara. This group includes four limestone statue bases (Berlin 1195, an 
                                                             
2759 Loukianoff, Bulletin de l’Institut d’Egypte, pp. 178-179. 
2760 I would like to thank Maarten Raven of the National Museum of Antiquities in Leiden for providing 
photographs and additional information on this object. 
2761 I. Blom, “Sculpture Fragments and Relief Fragments from the Labyrinth at Hawara in the Rijksmuseum 
van Oudheden, Leiden,” OMRO 69 (1989), p. 28. 
2762 Petrie et al., Labyrinth, p. 32, pl. XXVIII:2. 
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example in the Cloisters of St. George, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and Louvre E 33167), one nearly 
complete seated statue (Cairo CG 385), two granite dyads (Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 
1842), a group statue that depicts Amenemhet III and four goddesses (in situ), fragments from 
two additional statues (Leiden F 1934/2.129 and one fragment left in situ), and fragments from 
two colossal statues, one in limestone (Copenhagen AEIN 1417) and one in granite (Copenhagen 
AEIN 1420), as well as numerous fragments of both royal and divine statuary, which were 
scattered all over the surface. In addition, there are three copper statues that likely came from 
Hawara (Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz No. 36, Ortiz No. 37) and a bust now in a private collection (Fay 
2003). 
 
In 1934, the Rijksmuseum van Oudheden in Leiden purchased this fragment along with another 
20 sculptural and 82 relief fragments from Petrie’s excavations of the Labyrinth that originally 
belonged to F.F.W. von Bissing, and in 1939 they acquired an additional pedestal from the same 
excavations.2763 Neither Polz nor Connor has included this object. This is one in a series of at 
least three similar bases that all depict the king with/as/offering to various deities.2764 Each 




Fragment of a limestone pedestal for a group statue that depicted at least two individuals 
including Amenemhet III and the goddess Rahes; none of the figures survive. 
 
Inscriptions: 
This base preserves two identifying inscriptions. The right-hand inscription consists of two 
columns of text arranged from right to left, that refer to Amenemhet III. The left-hand 
inscription is only partially preserved and contained at least two vertical columns of text 
arranged from right to left, referring to the goddess Rahes.  
 
Pedestal Inscription, Right –  
(1) nTr nfr (N-mAat-Ra) di anx (2) mry RAHs Htp-rdwy  
“The Good God, Nimaatre, given life, beloved of Rahes, Restful-of-feet” 
 
Pedestal Inscription, Left –  
(1) RAHs Htp-rdwy (2) xnty sxt wabt … 
“Rahes, Restful-of-feet within the pure fields …” 
 
Bibliography: 
Blom, “Sculpture Fragments and Relief Fragments,” Cat. 20, p. 28, pl. 3(28); Leprohon, The Reign 
of Amenemhat III, p. 132; Petrie, Labyrinth, p. 32, pl. XXVIII:2; PM IV, p. 101. 
 
Kom el-Hisn –  
	
No. 9 (pls. XXVII, LXIV) 
                                                             
2763 Blom, “Sculpture Fragments,” p. 26. 




Cairo JE 431042765  
 
 Triad Depicting Amenemhet III and Two Princesses 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 110 cm2766 
Provenance: Kom el-Hisn, Temple of Sekhmet-Hathor 
Comments: Kom el-Hisn Series 
 
Local farmers near the site of Kom el-Hisn discovered this statue in 1911.2767 Evers dated it to 
early in the king’s reign and has suggested that the power inherent in the group reflected the 
importance of architectural structure during this period.2768 The close presence of the royal 
women depicted in this group demonstrates their important rejuvenating function within the 
Sed Festival rituals; this is the earliest statue to illustrate that role.2769 This triad is the hallmark 
of Evers’ Early Period and it also appears in the catalogues of both Polz and Connor.  
 
Description: 
Triad depicting Amenemhet III and two princesses. The king sits on a throne with a high 
pedestal, wrapped in a long cloak and holding the crook and flail. To his right and left are two 
standing female figures, whose arms hang down at their sides. All three heads as well as the 
upper bodies of the female figures are missing. Ramses II usurped the statue, but the original 
inscription remains on the front of the base, confirming the identity of the owner. 
 
Inscriptions:  
The original inscriptions appear in front of the figures and gives the names and titles of all three. 
 
King –  
(1) nTr nfr nb tAwy nb jrt-xt nswt-bjtj (N-mAat-Ra) mry 1wt-1r nbt ImAw di anx Dt (2) nTr nfr nb 
tAwy nb jrt-xt zA Ra (Imn-m-hAt) mry 1wt-1r nbt ImAw dj anx Dt 
“The Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, the Lord of Action, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, 
Nimaatre, beloved of Hathor, Lady of Kom el-Hisn, given life forever. The Good God, Lord of the 
Two Lands, Lord of Action, Son of Re, Amenemhet, beloved of Hathor, Lady of Kom el-Hisn, 
given life forever.” 
 
Female Figure, Right –  
(1) jrjt-[pat]… nb[t] … (2) 1wt-1r nbt JmAw … anx.tj Dt 
“Hereditary noble woman … Hathor mistress of Kom el-Hisn … life forever” 
                                                             
2765 Alternative numbers include: SR 3/9010 
2766 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2767 C.J. Kirby, S.E. Orel, and S.T. Smith, “Preliminary Report on the Survey of Kom el-Hisn, 1996,” JEA 84 
(1998): 23-43, p. 25. 
2768 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 91. 
2769 I. Stunkel, “Royal Women: Ladies of the Two Lands,” in A. Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt 




Female Figure, Left –  
(1) jrjt-pat wrt Hts wrt Hst Hnt Hmwt nbt jrjt-pat zAt Gb (2) HAtt-pat zAt DHwtj Sn.wi-nDmt [mA]a-
[xrw] 
“Hereditary noble woman, great of the Hts-scepter, great of favor, who provides for all women, 




Daressy, “Rapport sur Kom el-Hisn,” pp. 282-283; Edgar, “Recent discoveries at Kom el-Hisn,” 
pp. 54-63; Evers, Staat I, p. 91, pl. 99-101; Fay, “The “Abydos Princess”,” p. 128; Hirsch, 
Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 133, 137, 370, No. 333; Hornemann, 
Types of Ancient Egyptian Statuary V, No. 1395; Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt 
Transformed, p. 95 fig. 61; Perdu, “Khenemet-Nefer-Hedjet,” p. 73; PM IV, p. 51; Polz, “Die 
Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 238 n. 69; Roth, Die Königsmütter, pp. 514-515; 
Vandier, Maneul III, p. 199, pl. LXVI.1.  
 
Lisht –  
	
No. 10 (pl. LI) 
 
Lisht (current location/storage unknown)  
 







Found in the northern necropolis at Lisht.2770 This fragment does not appear in Polz or Connor, 
but I have chosen to include it here, as it is representative of the full corpus of material.  
 
Description:  
Fragment from the belt of a sculpture of Amenemhet III that preserves the king’s prenomen.2771 
No other information is known, including object’s the current location. Gauthier and Jequier 
published only a line drawing of the belt inscription and decoration. 
 
Inscriptions: 
The inscription includes the name of the king written using the goddess Maat; this style was 
more popular during the first 15 years of the king’s reign.2772 Further, the appearance of the 
                                                             
2770 Gauthier and Jequier, Fouilles de Licht, 105f, figs. 132 
2771 Gauthier, J.E. and G. Jequier. Memoire sur les fouilles de Licht, part I (MIFAO 6, 1902), p. 105-106, fig. 
132. 
2772 I. Matzker, Die letzten Könige der 12. Dynastie (Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 1986), pp. 15-17. 
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king’s name inside a cartouche on the belt is rare during the reign of Amenemhet III; it is 
however the general rule under his father, Senwosret III. 
 
Belt Buckle –  




Gauthier and Jequier, Fouilles de Licht, p. 105f, figs. 132; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 118, 137, 345, No. 286; Hardwick, “The Obsidian 
King’s Origins,” p. 10; Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat III, pp. 126-127; PM IV, p. 81. 
	
Medinet Madi –  
 
No. 11 (pl. XXXVIII) 
 
In Situ  
 
 Triad Depicting Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: H = c. 92 cm; W = 185 cm2773 
Provenance: Medinet Madi, Temple of Amenemhet III and IV, Central Sanctuary 
Comments: Medinet Madi Series 
 
This triad is one of a group of three originally located in the tripartite sanctuary of the temple of 
Amenemhet III and IV at Medinet Madi; only the bases of the central and eastern triads have 
survived. Each preserves a central figure along with two pairs of two pairs of feet, one on each 
side.2774 Seidel has supposed the existence of a western triad based on the architecture of the 
temple and the presence of the other two;2775 however, nothing survived in the western 
sanctuary. Polz and Connor do not discuss these triads, as only the bases remain. 
 
Description: 
Limestone statue base with two pairs of feet flanking a central enthroned figure of the goddess 
Renenutet; she is set upon a very high pedestal with a backpillar and appears at a larger scale 
than the representations of Amenemhet III and IV. The design is symmetrical, so each king has 
his inner foot forward; the figures have not survived. 
 
Inscriptions: 
Part of an inscription remains that provides the titulary of each king; however, there are no 
published images of the inscriptions.2776  
                                                             
2773 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, p. 107. 
2774 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, p. 107. 
2775 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, p. 110. 





Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, pp. 107-110, No. 46; Zecchi, Geografia Religiosa del 
Fayyum, p. 157. 
 
No. 12 (pls. XXXVIII, LIX, LXV) 
 
Milan, Civiche Raccolte Archeologiche e Numismatische, RAN E0.9.400012777  
 
 Seated Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: H with base = 171 cm; H = 21.5 cm; W = 49.5 cm; Th. = 101.5 cm2778  
Provenance: Medinet Madi 
Comments: Medinet Madi Series 
 
This statue forms a pair with Cairo JE 66322. The fragments that comprise the upper part of 
Milan RAN E0.9.40001 come from the rubbish outside the temple entrance; excavators 
discovered them on the second campaign to Medinet Madi in 1936. The lower part, which was 
uncovered a year later, comes from the transverse hall of the temple.2779 Based on the similarity 
of the ears of both figures, Vogliano suggested that the same artist carved both.2780  He has 
proposed further that Cairo JE 66322 represented the king in his youth and Milan RAN 0940001 
in old age, like the pair from Bubastis (London BM EA 1063 and 1064).2781  
 
Donadoni reconstructed the pair as having flanked the doorway of the hypostyle-court.2782 
Based on their condition, Vogliano suggested that Christians violently destroyed the statues 
using a mace.2783 The Milan statue was first assembled in 1938 in Cairo and then Francesco Wild 
restored them in Milan, from 1939-1940.2784 Wild reconstructed the patella of the right leg and 
part of the left patella, calf, and tibia based on a comparison with other 12th Dynasty works.2785 
The beard, mouth, arms, and parts of the nemes and uraeus are still missing. Polz included this 
statue in her catalogue as a possible example of the Stylized Style and Connor placed it in his 
Monumental Series (Diss.), Expressive Style (Nemtyhotep).  
 
Description: 
                                                             
2777 I would like to thank Sabrina Ceruti of the Civic Archaeolgoical Museum of Milan for providing 
photographs and additional information on this object. 
2778 Measurements courtesy of the Civic Archaeolgoical Museum of Milan.  
2779 Vogliano, Mostra delle antichità, No. 1. 
2780 Vogliano, Secondo rapport, pp. 54-55. 
2781 Vogliano, Secondo rapport, p. 55.  
2782 Donadoni, “Nuovi Testi di Medinet Madi,” p. 4.  
2783 Vogliano, Mostra delle antichità, No. 1. 
2784 Vogliano, Mostra delle antichità, No. 1. 
2785 Vogliano, Mostra delle antichità, No. 1. 
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Both Milan RAN E0.9.40001 and Cairo JE 66322 depict the king seated on a cubic, low-back 
throne decorated with the sema-tawy motif.2786 The king wears the nemes headdress and has a 
rectangular offering table resting on his lap, this statue type appears to be unique. Both statues 
are badly damaged, although this is the better of the two. 
 
Inscriptions: 
Two vertical inscriptions flank the legs of the king; his belt buckle is also inscribed with three 
short vertical columns of text that have been erased. This is the only example with a long belt 
inscription that dates to the reign of Amenemhet III. 
 
Belt –  
nTr nfr nb tAwy (N-mAat-Ra) dj anx Dt 
“The Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, Nimaatre, given life forever” 
 
Throne Inscription, Right –  
nTr nft nb tAwy nswt-bjtj (N-mAat-Ra) mry [R]nnwtt anxt nt 9A 
“The Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Nimaatre, beloved of 
Renenutet, the living one of Medinet Madi”  
 
Throne Inscription, Left –  
nTr nft nb tAwy zA Ra (Jmn-m-hAt) mry Rnnwtt anxt nt 9A 
“The Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Nimaatre, beloved of 
Renenutet, the living one of Medinet Madi” 
 
Bibliography: 
Arslan, Le Civiche Raccolte Archeologiche di Milano, pp. 18, 40, fig. 29; Belloni, Raccolte 
Archeologiche, pp. 51-52; Bresciani and Giammarusti, I Templi di Medinet Madi, p. 103; 
Brescianai and Silvano, “The Site of Medinet Madi,” pp. 18-21; Connor, Images du pouvoir en 
Egypte, pp. 364, 366, 370; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 61-63; Curto, 
“La raccolta d’arte egizia a Milano,” p. 23; Donadoni, “Nuovi Testi di Medinet Madi” pp. 3-6; 
Hardwick, “The Obsidian King’s Origins,” p. 15; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 
12. Dynastie, pp. 130, 137, 367, No. 322; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 91 n. 7; 
Laboury, “Le portrait royal sous Séostris III et Amenemhat III,” p. 58, fig. 4; Lise, La civica raccolta 
egizia (Guida breve) 1981, p. 94, fig. 41-42; Lise, Museo Archeologico. Raccolta egizia, p. 28, cat. 
80, pls. 109-113; Lise, La civica raccolta egizia (1981), p. 94, fig. 41-42; Lise, Museo Archeologico 
Raccolta Egizia (1979), p. 28 no. 80, pp. 120-122; Lise, La collezione egizia (1988), p. 90, fig. 41-
42; Mostny, “Die mailander Sammlung,” pp. 67-68, Tf. VII; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” pp. 232 n. 27, 235 n. 52, 237 n. 61, 237 n. 67, 243, n. 91, 246 n. 110, Pl. 52d; 
Vandier, Maneul III, p. 196; Vogliano, Mostra delle antichità rinvenute nelle campagne d'Egitto, 
n. 1.; Vogliano, Secondo rapport, pp. 54-55, pl. XLI; Vogliano, Un'impresa archeologica Milanese, 




                                                             




No. 13 (pl. XLII) 
 
Aleppo National Museum, No. 384 
 
 Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Diorite 
Measurements: H = ca. 19 cm; W = ca. 14 cm; L = c. 33 cm2787 
Provenance: Neirab  
Comments: Classic Sphinx Group 
 
Aleppo 384 appears in the catalogues of Polz and Connor.  
 
Description:  
Body of classic sphinx with head and forepaws missing; the king wears the nemes headdress and 
broad collar.2788 There are no published photographs of this object. 
 
Inscriptions: 
There is an inscription between the paws with cartouche containing the name Amenemhet.2789 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 361; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, Sphinx Appendix 37, p. 66, 
pl. 88c-d; Freed, “Defending Connoisseurship,” p. 87; Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat III, pp. 
157-158; Ploix de Rotrou, Le Musee National d’Alep Catalogue Sommaire, pp. 75-76; PM VII, p. 
395. 
	
Ras Shamra –  
	
No. 14 (pl. XLII) 
 
Damascus Museum No. 471  
 
 Fragment from a Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Greywacke  
Measurements: H = 27 cm; W = 19 cm; L = 67 cm2790  
Provenance: Ras Shamra, Great Temple of Baal, South Court 
Comments: Classic Sphinx Group 
 
                                                             
2787 Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, p. 66. 
2788 Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, p. 66. 
2789 G. Ploix de Rotrou, Le Musee National d’Alep Catalogue Sommaire (Aleppo: Scoiete Archeologique, 
1932), pp. 75-76 
2790 Fay, Louvre Sphinx, p. 66. 
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Damascus 471 and its partner, Damascus 473, come from C.F.A. Schaeffer’s 12th campaign at the 
site of Ras Shamra in 1959.2791 He uncovered the pair in the area of the Temple of Baal, near the 
staircase to the main entrance. He also found other Middle Kingdom statuary and objects during 
the 1931 and 1934 seasons at the site; it remains unclear exactly how or when these objects 
arrived at the site.2792 This sphinx appears in Polz, Connor (Nemtyhotep), and in Freed’s 
Traditional Group.  
 
Description: 
Headless sphinx of the classic style; the king wears the nemes headdress and a broad collar. The 
cuticles are delineated on left forepaw and the remains of a line of inscription appear in front of 




“King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Nimaatre” 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 70; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, Sphinx 
Appendix 38, pp. 21 n. 88, 66, 92, pl. 88e-f; Freed, “Defending Connoisseurship,” p. 87; PM VII, 
p. 393; Schaeffer, Ugaritica IV, p. 223, fig. 25; Schaeffer, “Les fouilles de Minet-el-Beida et de 
Ras-Shamra,” pp. 93-127; Schaeffer, “Les fouilles de Ras-Shamra Cinquieme champagne,” pp. 
105-136.  
 
No. 15  
 
Damascus Museum No. 473 
 




Provenance: Ras Shamra 
Comments: Classic Sphinx Group 
 
Damascus 473 is the partner to Damascus 471; it does not appear in Polz and was left 
unclassified in Connor (Nemtyhotep). The published information on these two sphinxes is very 




                                                             
2791 C.F.A. Schaeffer, Ugaritica IV (Paris: Imprimerie nationaleL Librairie orientaliste Paul Geuthner, 1962), 
p. 212. 
2792 Schaeffer, Ugaritica IV, pp. 212-217; C.F.A. Schaeffer, “Les fouilles de Minet-el-Beida et de Ras-




Fragmentary sphinx similar to Damascus No. 471. 
 
Inscription: 
The only inscription is a cartouche on the chest with the name of Amenemhet III. 
 
Chest –  
Nswt-bjtj (N-mAat-Ra) 
“The King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Nimaatre”  
 
Bibliography:  
Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 70; Schaeffer, Ugaritica I, p. 21, Pl. III.2 
	
Thebes, Karnak Temple –  
 
No. 16 (pl. XXXIV) 
 
* Cairo CG 420192793  
 
 Base of a Praying Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 20 cm2794 
Provenance: Thebes, Karnak Cachette 
Comments: Karnak Series 
 
The Karnak Series is comprised of eight examples: Cairo CG 42015, Cairo CG 42019, Cairo JE 
43596, Luxor J.785, Berlin 17551, Cleveland 1960.56, New York MMA 45.2.6, and Louvre 
A.F.2578. All of the statues are granodiorite and depict the king in the same attitude as the Deir 
el-Bahari Series of his father, Senwosret III.  They show the king striding forward with his hands 
pressed flat on his three-dimensional pleated kilt in a posture of adoration. The faces of the 
Karnak Series are distinctive from the other images of Amenemhet III, the have elongated 
features with a forward lower jaw and an accentuated down-turned mouth; there are slight 
differences amongst the members of the group, but none strong enough to indicate multiple 
workshops. All of the examples share the same muscular body type that emphasizes the chest 
and torso, giving the king a young firm body that is slim, geometric, and naturalistic. 
 
Legrain discovered this statue in 1904.2795 Since Cairo CG 42019 is preserved as a base only, Polz 
left it unclassified. Connor on the other hand has suggested that it may join with Berlin 17551 
and therefore, like all of the other examples of this series, he places it in his Karnak Series (Diss.) 
and Expressive Style (Nemtyhotep). 
 
Description: 
                                                             
2793 Alternative numbers include: JE 37387, SR 3/10043, and K.270 
2794 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database.  
2795 Legrain, Statues et Statuettes I, p. 12. 
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Rectangular statue base with the feet of a standing figure of Amenemhet III; the left foot is 
forward. The nine bows appear, with five bows incised under the right foot and four below the 
left. The attitude and original appearance of the statue was likely identical to that of Cairo CG 
42014. The presence of the nine bows is rare under Amenemhet III and is restricted to examples 
of the Karnak Series. 
 
Inscriptions: 
There is an inscription located to the right of the left foot that consists of three lines of text that 
are contained in a square that is topped with the pt sign; the name of Amun has been hacked 
out.  
 
Base Inscription –  
(1) nswt-bjtj (N-mAat-Ra) (2) zA Ra (Imn-m-hAt) (3) dj anx mj rA (4) mry [Imn]-Ra nb nswt tAwy 
“King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Nimaatre, Son of Ra, Amenemhet, given life like Ra, beloved of 
Amun-Ra, Lord of the Thrones of the Two Lands.” 
 
Bibliography: 
Berman and Bohač, The Cleveland Museum of Art: Catalogue of Egyptian Art, p. 156; Connor, 
Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 360, 363-364; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward 
Nemtyhotep,” pp. 59 n. 18, 61; Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 
47; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 114, 137, 341, No. 273; 
Lee, “Amenemhet III,” p. 208; Legrain, Statues et Statuettes, p. 12; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ 
III und Amenemhets III,” p. 238 n. 68; PM II, p. 136; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 197.  
 
No. 17  
 
Cairo JE 414722796 
 
 Headless Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: L = 38 cm; L/Depth = 50 cm2797 
Provenance: Thebes, Karnak, near Temple K 
Comments: Classic Sphinx Group 
 
Polz did not include this sphinx, but it does appear unclassified in Connor (Nemtyhotep). It is not 
in Fay’s Sphinx Appendix. 
 
Description: 
Headless sphinx. There are no published images of this object. 
 
Inscriptions: 
                                                             
2796 Alternative numbers include: SR 8V/4. There is no image of this object and the curator could not 
locate it in the basement of the Cairo Museum. 
2797 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
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Altenmüller has stated that the sphinx was inscribed with the king’s name, but there are no 
published images or drawings of the inscription. 
 
Bibliography: 
Altenmüller, LA III, p. 566; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 
114, 341, No. 275; Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat III, p. 120; PM II, p. 281.  
	




 Fragment of a Statue Base of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: 1.14 m x 0.99 x 0.30 m2798  
Provenance: Thebes, Karnak, Akhmenu SX.2 
Comments: 
 
Excavators uncovered this base at the foot of a wall in room XXVII in the Festival Hall of 
Thutmose III at Karnak.2799 Polz does not include this statue, but it appears in Nemtyhotep as 
unclassified. It is interesting that Connor has chosen to include this base, when he generally 
refrains from including those objects that do not preserve any of the sculptural image. 
 
Description:  
This is a very rough fragment from a statue base that preserves the nomen and prenomen of 
Amenemhet III. None of the figural portion of the statue remains. 
 
Inscription: 
Only two cartouches of Amenemhet III are preserved including the upper half of his prenomen 






Barguet, Le Temple d’Amon-Rê à Karnak, pp. 191-192; Benson-Gourlay, Temple of Mut, pp. 296-
297; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 71; Carlotti, L’Akh-menou de 
Thoutmosis III, p. 116-117, fig. 67; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. 
Dynastie, pp. 114, 137, 341, No. 274; Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat III, p. 120; PM II, p. 
119. 
	
No. 19 (pls. XXXIV-XXXV, LXIII) 
                                                             
2798 J-F. Carlotti, L’Akh-menou de Thoutmosis III a Karnak: etude architecturale (Paris: Recherche sur les 
civilisations, 2001), pp. 116-117. 




* Luxor J.1172800  
 
 Praying Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 1.10 m2801 
Provenance: Thebes, Karnak Cachette 
Comments: Karnak Series 
 
Legrain discovered Luxor J.117 in 1904 in the Karnak Cachette;2802 it is one of eight examples of 
the Karnak Series, which includes: Cairo CG 42015, Cairo CG 42019, Cairo JE 43596, Luxor J.117, 
Berlin 17551, Cleveland 1960.56, New York MMA 45.2.6, and Louvre A.F.2578. All of the statues 
are granodiorite and depict the king in the same attitude as the Deir el-Bahari Series of his 
father, Senwosret III.  They show the king striding forward with his hands pressed flat on his 
three-dimensional pleated kilt in a posture of adoration. The faces of the Karnak Series are 
elongated with a forward lower jaw and an accentuated down-turned mouth; there are slight 
differences, but none strong enough to indicate multiple workshops. All share the same 
muscular body type that emphasizes the chest and torso, giving the king a young firm body that 
is slim, geometric, and naturalistic. 
 
Description: 
Praying statue of Amenemhet III, fully preserved. The king appears in the characteristic pose and 
garment of the praying royal statue with his arms straight and his hands pressed flat against his 
starched, triangular kilt.  
 
Inscriptions: 
An inscription appears in front of right foot and consists of three columns of text that include 
the nomen and prenomen of Amenemhet III, as well as the names and titles of the god Amun. 
The inscription is identical to that of Cairo CG 42019, which is from the same series. 
  
Base Inscription: 
(1) nswt-bjtj (N-mAat-Ra) dj anx (2) zA Ra (Imn-m-Hat) mj Ra (3) mry Jmn-Ra nb nswt tAwy 
“King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Nimaatre, Son of Re Amenemhet, given life like Re, beloved of 
Amun-Re, lord of the thrones of the two lands.” 
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 50 n. 89; Berman and Bohač, The 
Cleveland Museum of Art: Catalogue of Egyptian Art, p. 156; Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer 
Sculptur, text to pl. 26a; Boreux, L’Art Égyptien, pp. 24, 59, pl. XXX; Boreux, “A propos d’un 
linteau représentant Sésostris III,” p. 9, fig. 2-3; Byvanck, De kunst der oudheid, Pl. XXVII (94); 
Cairo Museum, A Brief Description of the Principal Monuments, p. 122, No. 6061; Capart, L’Art 
                                                             
2800 Alternative numbers include: Cairo CG 42014, Cairo JE 39628, SR 3/9683, J.785, and K.158 
2801 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2802 Legrain, Statues et Statuettes I, pp. 10-11. 
713 
 
Égyptien I, p. 18, No. 35, Pl. 35; Capart, L’Art Égyptien II, p. 26, No. 284; Connor, Images du 
pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 360, 363, 364, pls. 203, 207-209; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward 
Nemtyhotep,” pp. 59-63, n. 18; Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, 
p. 47; Delia, “Khakaure Senwosret III, King & Man,” p. 27; Drioton, Art Egyptien, p. 47, fig. 35; El-
Shahawy and Atiya, Luxor Museum, pp. 58-60; Engelbach, Introduction to Egyptian Archaeology, 
p. 152, pl. XII[4]; Engelbach, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” pp. 21, 23 n. 1, 27, pl. II[4]; 
Fay, “Amenemhat V – Vienna/Assuan,” pp. 68, 70, pl. 24b; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture 
of Amenemhat III,” p. 107; Hamann, Agptische Kunst, Wesen und Geschichte, p. 174, fig. 177; 
Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 114, 137, 340, No. 272; 
Hornemann, Types of Ancient Egyptian Statuary I, No. 168; Krieger, “Un portrait d’Amenemhat 
III,” pp. 73, 75; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” pp. 86, 90-93, fig. 3c; Lee, ‘Amenemhet 
III, p. 208; Legrain, Statues et Statuettes, pp. 10-11, pl. VIII; Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat 
III, p. 120; Murray, The Splendour that was Egypt, p. 24, pl. LIV[2]; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ 
III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 n. 24, 235 n. 49, 237 n. 66, 244 n. 99, 245 n. 101 and 105, 251 
n. 129; PM II, p. 136; Vandier, Egyptian Sculpture, no. 53, pl. 53; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 197, pl. 
LXIV.1; Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 96; Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, p. 331 fig. 270, 
332-333; 
	
No. 20 (pl. LII) 
 
North Karnak E.133 
 
 Kneeling Statue of Amenemehet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 0.44 m2803 
Provenance: Thebes, Karnak, Temple of Montu 
Comments:  
 
Excavators discovered North Karnak E.133 inside the doorway of the temple of Montu at Karnak 
under the Ptolemaic paving along with E.134, the statue of a vizier.2804 Barguet and Leclant have 
suggested that both had been reused when the central paving of Taharqa was broken down. 
Freed has placed this statue in her Traditional Group.2805 The first king depicted in this style was 
Khafre; however, this statue most closely resembles Cairo CG 42013, which dates to Senwosret 
III.2806 This statue appears in Polz and Connor (Nemtyhotep) as unclassified. 
 
Description: 
Headless statue of Amenemhet III kneeling and holding two nw-pots. 
 
Inscriptions: 
                                                             
2803 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 340. 
2804 P. Barguet and J. Leclant, Karnak-Nord IV (Cairo: IFAO, 1954), p. 32. 
2805 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 107-108. 
2806 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 107.  
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The front of the base is inscribed, but the back pillar was left blank. In its current state, a single 
line of inscription appears in front of the knees. It is interesting to note that a statue of 
Senwosret III (Cairo CG 422), also found at Karnak, references Hathor of Gebelien.  
 
Inscription: 
nTr nfr (N-mAat-Ra) mry 1t-1r nbt Inrty 
“The Good God, Nimaatre, beloved of Hathor mistress of Gebelien.”2807 
 
Bibliography: 
Barguet and Leclant, Karnak-Nord IV, p. 32, 139, fig. 134, pl. CXVI; Connor, Images du pouvoir en 
Egypte, p. 335 n. 1102; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” pp. 107-108; 
Hill, “Appendix I,” p. 244; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 
114, 137, 340, No. 271; Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat III, p. 119 no. 4; Polz, “Die Bildnisse 
Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 246 n. 108; PM II, 8; Smith, “Archaeological News,” p. 43, 
pl. 3B; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 198. 
 
Group 2 – Inscribed, Provenance Unknown: 
Berlin, Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung –  
 
No. 21 (pl. XXXVI) 
 
* Berlin 11212808 
 
 Praying Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 




Excavators uncovered ÄM 1121 beside a limestone colossus of Ramses II, near the south pylon 
of the temple of Ptah at Memphis.2809 The museum purchased the statue from General Penz in 
1855. Merenptah usurped this statue, even going so far as to re-carve the face, which is 
unusual.2810 Evers’ placed this statue in his Late Phase and Freed in her Traditional group, while 
both Polz and Connor left the statue unclassified (Nemtyhotep).  
 
                                                             
2807 Leprohon and others have identified this as Hathor of Gebelein. Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat 
III, p. 164. 
2808 I would like to thank the staff of the Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung in Berlin, especially 
Olivia Zorn, for providing me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
2809 Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat III, p. 121. 
2810 K.-H. Priese, Ägyptisches Museum (Berlin: Staatliche Museen zu Berlin, 1991), p. 47, Cat. 29; Berlin 
Museum, Aegyptische und Vorderasiatische Alterthümer aus den Koeniglichen Museen zu Berlin (Berlin: E. 




Over life-size praying statue of Amenemhet III. While this statue is in the same pose and general 
style of the Karnak Series, its size and choice of material make it an outlier. Any further 




The only original inscription that remains gives the king’s prenomen, it is inscribed on the belt 
buckle.  
 





A.I.B. I, p. 144; Berman and Bohač, The Cleveland Museum of Art: Catalogue of Egyptian Art, p. 
157 n. 3; Berlin Museum, Aegyptische und Vorderasiatische, p. 6, pl. 11; Berlin Museum, Führer 
durch das Berliner Ägyptische Museum, p. 53, fig. 19; von Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer 
Sculptur, fig. on text to pl. 39a; Boreux, L’Art Égyptien, p. 25; Cartocci, Ancient Egyptian Art, p. 
114; Brugsch, Recueil de monuments égyptiens, p. 4, pl. II; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, 
p. 360; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 59 n. 18; Fay, “The “Abydos 
Princess”,” pp. 119-120, fig. 5; Fechheimer, Die Plastik der Ägypter, p. 42, pl. 52-53; 
Golenischeff, “Amenahā III et les Sphinx de San,” p. 135; Hammerton, Universal History I, fig. on 
p. 429; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 368, No. 327; 
Hornemann, Types of Ancient Egyptian Statuary I, No. 169; Königliche Museen zu Berlin, 
Aegyptischen Altertümer und Gipsabgüsse, pp. 80, 81 fig. 14; Leprohon, The Reign of 
Amenemhat III, p. 121; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 237 n. 67, 239 
n. 70 and 75, 244 n. 99, 245 n. 104; PM III.2, p. 837; PM III, p. 219; Prise (ed.), Ägyptisches 
Museum, p. 47, Cat. 29; Ricketts, “Head in Serpentine of Amenemmes III” p. 211; Sourouzian, 
“Seth fils de Nout,” p. 348; Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 197, 201; Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of 
Art, p. 98; Wenig, “Ägyptisches Museum,” pp. 121 fig. 4, 122; Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 
124, 130, 184, Cat. 56; Wildung, “Looking back into the future,” p. 65, fig. 4.4 
 
Cairo, Egyptian Museum –  
 
No. 22 (pl. XLIII) 
 
Cairo CG 388 (JE 25775) 
 
 Fragments from a Sphinx of Amenemhet III and Amenemhet IV 
 
Material: Quartzite 
Measurements: L = 62 cm2811  
Provenance: Unknown 
                                                             





This sphinx does not appear in Polz or Connor; however, inscriptional evidence suggests it dates 
to the period of co-rule between Amenemhet III and IV. 
 
Description: 
Forepaws and part of the base of a sphinx of Amenemhet III; very fragmentary. 
 
Inscriptions: 
The lower half of a single vertical column of text appears on the chest and continues down 
between the paws; it preserves the final t-sign of the throne name of Amenemhet III, followed 
by the prenomen of Amenemhet IV. It is unlikely that the throne name of Amenemhet IV would 
have preceded his nswt-bjtj name, suggesting that this sphinx was in fact inscribed for both 
kings. There is also an additional inscription on the front of the base, of which only a small 
fragment remains. 
 
Chest Inscription –  
… [(Jmn-m-hA]t)] nswt-bjtj nb tAwy (MAa-xrw-Ra) dj anx 
“…Amenemhet, King of Upper and Lower Egypt, Maakherure, given life” 
 
Bibliography: 
Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten II, p. 7, pl. 61[388]; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, Sphinx Appendix 
52, pp. 68, 88, pl. 93e; Valloggia, RdE 21 (1969), p. 108; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 215. 
 
No. 23 (pl. LI) 
 
Cairo CG 4232812 
 
 Fragment of a Seated Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 27 cm; L = 14 cm; W = 24 cm2813  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments:   
 
One of a group of statue bases said to be from Hierakonpolis and purchased in Kom el-Ahmar; 
their exact provenance is not known.2814 Both Polz and Connor (Nemtyhotep) have included this 
statue, but left it unclassified.  
 
Description: 
                                                             
2812 Alternate numbers include: SR 3/9698 
2813 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 339; Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2814 PM V, pp. 199-200. The other statues in the group are: Cairo CG 43, CG 422, and CG 425. None of the 
other statues date to the reign of Amenemhet III.  
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Lower half of a seated statue of Amenemhet III broken off at the waist. The king sits on a block 
throne with a low back and both hands flat on his kilt. The front and base of the throne are 
inscribed, and the sides are anepigraphic, like all of the under-life-size seated examples.  
 
Inscriptions: 
There are two vertical inscriptions that flank the king’s legs and continue down onto the base. 
The reference to Horus of Nekhen led Daressy to suggest Hierakonpolis as the original 
provenance of this statue.2815 
 
Throne Inscription, Right –  
nTr nfr nb tawy jrt-xt (N-mAat-Ra) 1r … 
“The Good God, Lord of the Two Lands, the Lord of Action, Nimaatre, …” 
 
Throne Inscription, Left –  
nTr nfr nb tAwy jrt-xt (N-mAat-Ra) mry 1r m NHn 




Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten II, pp. 30-31, pl. 68[423]; Daressy, “Remarques et Notes,” p. 
139; Gauthier, Livre des Rois I, p. 333, no. 77; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 
12. Dynastie, pp. 112, 113, 137, 339, No. 269; Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat III, p. 139; PM 
V, p. 199; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 238 n. 69; Vandier, Maneul 
III, p. 200.  
 
Paris, Louvre –  
 
No. 24 (pl. XXIX) 
 
* Louvre E 331672816  
 
 Statue Base from a Group Statue 
 
Material: White Limestone, traces of blue paint in inscription 
Measurements: H = 34.5 cm; L = 43.5 cm 
Provenance: Hawara 
Comments: Hawara Series  
 
This is one of a number of statues and statue fragments uncovered over the course of Petrie’s 
excavations at Hawara. This group includes four limestone statue bases (Berlin 1195, an 
example in the Cloisters of St. George, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and Louvre E 33167), one nearly 
complete seated statue (Cairo CG 385), two granite dyads (Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 
                                                             
2815 Daressy, “Remarques et Notes,” p. 139. 
2816 I would like to thank the staff of the Louvre for providing me with the opportunity to study and 
photograph this object. 
718 
 
1842), a group statue that depicts Amenemhet III and four goddesses (in situ), fragments from 
two additional statues (Leiden F 1934/2.129 and one fragment left in situ), and fragments from 
two colossal statues, one in limestone (Copenhagen AEIN 1417) and one in granite (Copenhagen 
AEIN 1420), as well as numerous fragments of both royal and divine statuary, which were 
scattered all over the surface. In addition, there are three copper statues that likely came from 
Hawara (Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz No. 36, Ortiz No. 37) and a bust now in a private collection (Fay 
2003). 
 
Petrie originally discovered this piece in 1888, at the funerary temple of Amenemhet III.2817 The 
Western Theological Seminary in Evanstan, IL sold it at Christies London in 2012; Dr. Olaf 
Toffteen, a professor of Semitic Languages and Literature was the previous owner. This base is 
one in a series of at least three similar bases that depicted the king with/as/offering to various 
deities.2818 Each of the figures that would have stood upon the base has its own inscription laid 
out in a neat block, that was topped with the pt sign, and filled in with blue paint. The museum 
has suggested that it may have been the base for a large flacon statue; however, due to the 
presence of elements of his titulary, it is most likely that image also depicted the king. As with 
the other bases from Hawara, Polz and Connor do not include this object in their catalogues. 
 
Description: 
This is a fragment from a limestone block that once served as the base for a group statue with at 
least two figures. All that remains is the inscription identifying the figure of the king and the 
lower right-hand corner of an inscription for a second figure. 
 
Inscriptions: 
The king’s label consists of three vertical columns of text arranged from left to right, including 
elements of the king’s titulary; it references to Horus of Shedyt. Only the bottom corner of the 
second label survives; it preserves only the tail end of a D sign. 
 
King’s Inscription –  
(1) [nTr-nfr] (N-mAat-Ra) dj ‘nx (2) … 1r Hry-jb 5dyt jy.n (3) … Tn HAt imy-Sdyt  
“The Good God, Nimaatre, given life, beloved of Horus who is in Shedyt, … the foremost one 
who is in Shedyt” 
 
Second Inscription –  
(3) … Dt 
 
Bibliography: 
Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat III, p. 132; Petrie, Labyrinth, p. 32, pl. XXVIII; PM IV, p. 101. 
 
No. 25 (pls. XLVIII, LXIV) 
 
                                                             
2817 Petrie et al., Labyrinth, p. 32. 
2818 These include: Berlin 1195, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and Louvre E 33167 
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* Louvre N.464+CG 7692819 
 
 Striding Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Green Schist 
Measurements: H of N.464 = 21.4 cm2820; L of CG 769 = 12 cm2821 
Provenance: Fayum 
Comments: Heads: Group 2a 
 
The Louvre acquired N.464 with Old Museum Funds. It is the smallest known striding statue of 
Amenemhet III and the only one in which he wears a tab kilt (Fay does not include the 
representations of Amenemhet III in the Hawara Dyads as they are not free standing).2822 There 
is no published information related to the discovery of Cairo CG 769; however, Porter and Moss 
do indicate that it definitely came from the Fayum.2823 Polz placed this in her Realistic Group as 
an outlier, and Connor put it in his Greywacke Group (Diss.) and Humanizing Style 
(Nemtyhotep). 
 
Fay was the first to propose that Cairo CG 769 and Louvre N.464 came from the same statue.2824 
Both are made of the same stone and the pose of both fragments is in alignment and 
proportional. The inscriptions suggest that the statue comes from the Fayum. According to Fay, 
the Louvre bust is in the Lower Egyptian style and is quite distinct from examples found in Upper 
Egypt, such as those from Karnak.2825 Initially, scholars compared N.464 to St. Petersburg 729, 
whose inscription contains a vulture, leading to the suggestion that both statues came from 
Karnak; however, Fay has proposed that statue could still have been made elsewhere. 
 
Based on their facial features, Fay has recommended that the following statues of Amenemhet 
III all came from the same workshop: Cairo CG 394, Cairo JE 66322, London BM 1063, Fitzwilliam 
E.2.1946, and New York MMA 29.100.150.2826 Two key features distinguish Fay’s series that also 
appear on N.464+CG 796: a broad aquiline profile and a horizontal mouth with well-formed lips 
that are pulled up at the corners, almost into a pout. In addition, they all have large almost-
shaped eyes with subtly outlined upper and lower lids. Despite the similarities in their features, 
their find spots only generally suggest Lower Egypt. London BM 1063 and Cairo JE 66322 come 
from Bubastis and Medinet Madi, but Fay has cautioned that this does not mean they were 
made there; Fitzwilliam E.2.1946 was not found in Lower Egypt, although Fay has proposed it 
                                                             
2819 I would like to thank the staff of the Louvre for providing me with the opportunity to study and 
photograph Louvre N 464. Alternative numbers for CG 769 include: JE 28318, SR 3/9708, and GEM 17555. 
2820 Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 33. 
2821 Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten III, p. 81. 
2822 Fay, “Missing Part,” p. 100. 
2823 PM IV, p. 103. 
2824 Fay, “Missing Parts,” pp. 97-117.  
2825 Fay, “Missing Parts,” p. 98.  
2826 Fay, “Missing Pars,” p. 98, pp. 102-103 n. 7. 
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was made there.2827 I have chosen, like Connor, to group this head with the other examples 
carved in greywacke, as they all seem to share a similar layout and facial style. 
 
Description of N.464: 
Standing statue of the king broken off just above the knee; he wears the nemes headdress and 
shendjet kilt and has a dagger tucked into his waistband. His left leg is forward, and his arms 
hang down at his sides. The statue’s back pillar is anepigraphic. Berman has highlighted the large 
eyes of this image, its droopy lower lids, prominent cheekbones, slightly aquiline nose, large 
ears, and sensual mouth with a Cupid’s bow upper lip as key features of Amenemhet III.2828 He 
has stated further that the parallel grooves running from the inner corners of the eyes, wings of 
the nose, and corners of the mouth, the semicircular groove above the chin, bunched muscles 
around the mouth and slightly protruding jaw give the impression of “regal disdain.”2829  
 
Description of Cairo CG 769: 
Fragment from the base of a striding statue of Amenemhet III with the left foot forward and an 
inscription before the right foot. The base is very similar to those of the Karnak Series of 
Amenemhet III, but the nine bows are not depicted.   
 
Inscriptions: 
Cairo CG 769 preserved two lines of inscription topped with the pt sign.2830  
 
(1) nTr nfr (N-mAat-Ra) dj anx (2) 4bk 5dtj Hr(y)-jb  
“The Good God, Nimaatre, given life, beloved of Sobek, who dwells in Shedet” 
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 47 n. 79; Berman and Letellier, 
Pharaohs Treasures, pp. 44-45, Cat. 6; Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten III, p. 81; Connor, 
Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 363, 365, pls. 203, 207-208, 211, 223; Connor, “The Statue of 
the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 60-61; Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen 
Empire, pp. 9, 33-35; Deveria, “Lettre à M. Auguste Mariette,” p. 258, pl. XVI-XVII; Fay, 
“Amenemhat V – Vienna/Assuan,” p. 70, pl. 27a; Fay, “Missing Parts,” pp. 97-112; Krieger, “Un 
portrait d’Amenemhat III,” p. 75; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” pp. 90 n. 6, 92 n. 9; 
Maspero, Essais sur l’art égypien, pp. 245-253, fig. 83 (called Saite); Maspero, Histoire générale 
de l’art, Égypte, pp. 119, 122, fig. 214; Perrot and Chipiez, A History of Art in Ancient Egypt II, pp. 
235-236, fig. 213; Pierret, Catalogue de la sale historique de la galerie égpytienne, p. 9, no. 6; 
Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 n. 24, 237 n. 58 and 67, 238 n. 69; 
PM IV, p. 103 (called Amenemhet IV); PM VIII, 800-471-700; Sourouzian, “Standing royal colossi 
of the Middle Kingdom,” pp. 248-250, fig. 8a; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 202. 
 
Private, Dr. Lewis Dubroff Family –  
 
                                                             
2827 Fay, “Missing Parts,” p. 98.  
2828 Berman, Pharaohs Treasures, pp. 44-45. 
2829 Berman, Pharaohs Treasures, pp. 44-45. 
2830 For a drawing of the inscription see: Fay, “Missing Parts.” 
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No. 26 (pl. XLIII) 
 
Dubroff Collection  
 
 Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 35.5 cm; L = 64.7 cm2831 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Classic Sphinx Group 
 
This sphinx was sold at Sotheby’s in 1988 and Christie’s in 1990, it then became part of the L. 
Dubroff Collection in 1996; most recently it was on loan to the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston.2832 
This sphinx does not appear in Polz or in Connor (Diss.), but he does include it in Nemtyhotep. 
 
Description: 
Headless sphinx in the classic style, forepaws not preserved. Traces of the throne name of 
Amenemhet III appear on the chest. 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 68; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, Sphinx 
Appendix No. 39; Christie Sale Cat. July 11, 1990, No. 477; PM VIII, 800-365-800; Sotheby Sale 
Cat. Dec. 12, 1988, No. 76 
 
St. Petersburg, The Hermitage –  
 
No. 27 (pls. XLIX, LXIII) 
 
Hermitage 729  
 
 Seated Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 86.5 cm2833  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Similar in style to Heads: Group 2b 
 
This statue provided the impetus for Golenischeff to open up a dialogue on the study of royal 
portraiture in the late Middle Kingdom, which ultimately led to the identification of the Hyksos 
Monuments as images of Amenemhet III.2834 This statue appears in Polz’s Stylized Style, 
Connor’s Monumental Series (Diss.), and his Expressive Style (Nemtyhotep). Vandier has 
                                                             
2831 Christie Sale Cat. July 11, 1990, No. 477. 
2832 PM VIII, p. 15; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pp. 57, 66, pl. 89. 
2833 hermitagemuseum.org 
2834 Bolshakov, “Mut or not?” p. 23. 
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grouped this image with Louvre N.464, Moscow 4757, a head in the Raphael Collection, Louvre E 
10938, Berlin 17551, and Cambridge II, which he believed were all a part of the same series.2835 
While Berlin 17551, which is from Coptos, is included in the group, Vandier did not think that 
the series was native to that city.2836 The inscription on Hermitage 729 mentions the goddess 
Mut, leading Vandier to suggest Thebes as the possible site of origin, although he has admitted 
that Memphis could also be possible.2837 This head is most similar to those from Group 2b, 
although the mouth differs slightly from the other examples in that group.  
 
Description: 
Seated statue of the king with damage to right side, feet, and back half of the throne. The king 
sits on a block throne with both hands flat on his thighs; he wears the nemes and shendjet kilt.  
 
Inscriptions: 
This statue preserves two identical inscriptions that run along the front of the throne and flank 
the king’s legs. The end of the inscription has sustained significant damage, but it includes a 
vulture with a flagellum. Golenischeff has suggested that the vulture represented the goddess 
Mut, however there are no known references to that goddess before the Second Intermediate 
Period.2838 After examining all possible examples, Bolshakov concluded that Mut would not have 
been significant enough during the Middle Kingdom to be mentioned on a royal sculpture.2839 
Alternatively, he has suggested that the vulture most likely represented Nekhbet, a goddess 
often associated with royalty. Based on his interpretation of the text, he has proposed that the 
statue likely came from Coptos or Elkab; the only two places with monuments of Amenemhet III 
that mention Nekhbet.2840 He has further proposed that it could have come from Karnak, which 
would fall in line with Vandier’s theories about the sculptural style. 
 
Throne Inscription, Right –  
nTr-nfr nb jr(t) xt (Jmn-m-HAt) zA Ra n Xt.f [(Jmn-m-xAt)] – next is the top half of a vulture with 
a flagellum appears, what follows is missing but it likely ended with mry, “beloved of.” 
“The Good God, Lord of Action, Amenemhet, son of Re of his body [Amenemhet, beloved of] …” 
 
Throne Inscription, Left –  
nTr nfr nb jr(t) xt (N-mAat-Ra) zA Ra n Ht[.f (Jmn-m-HAt)] – next this the top half of a vulture 
with a flagellum appears, what follows is missing but it likely ended with mry, “beloved of.” 
“The Good God, Lord of Action, Amenemhet, son of Re of his body [Amenemhet, beloved of] …” 
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Plastik,” p. 300 fig. 344; Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” pp. 47 
n. 76, 50 n. 89; Baikie, A History of Egypt I, p. 377; Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text 
to pl. 25, text to pl. 26a; Breasted, Geschichte Ägyptens, p. 138; British Museum, A Guide to the 
                                                             
2835 Vandier, Maneul III, p. 202. 
2836 Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 202-203 
2837 Vandier, Maneul III, p. 203. 
2838 Bolshakov, “Mut or not?” p. 25. 
2839 Bolshakov, “Mut or not?” pp. 26-27. 
2840 Bolshakov, “Mut or not?” p. 27. 
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Egyptian Collection (1909), p. 218; British Museum, A Guide to the Egyptian Galleries (Sculpture), 
pp. 50-51; Bolshakov, “Mut or not?’” pp. 23-31; Capart, Les Monuments dits Hycsos, fig. 5[left]; 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 364, 368, pls. 203, 207-208, 221; Connor, “The Statue 
of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 61; Driotion and Bourguet, Les pharaons, p. 184; Engelbach, 
“The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” p. 27; Fay, “Amenemhat V – Vienna/Assuan,” pp. 69, 75, pl. 
25; Golenischeff, “Amenahā III et les Sphinx de San,” pp. 133-136; Krieger, “Un portrait 
d’Amenemhat III,” p. 75; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” pp. 86, 90-93, fig. 3d; Maspero, 
Histoire ancienne des peuples I, p. 445; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” 
pp. 232 n. 27, 237 n. 61, 237 n. 67, 246 n. 108, Pl. 52b; PM VIII, p. 15; Ricketts, “Head in 
Serpentine of Amenemmes III,” p. 211; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 202, pl. LXVII.3 and LXVIII.2; 
Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 99; Woldering, Gods, Men & Pharaohs, p. 102, pl. 46. 
 
Group 3 – Attributed Stylistically, Provenance Known: 
 
Bubastis –  
	
No. 28 (pls. XXVIII, LIX, LXV) 
 
* British Museum, EA 1063+10642841  
 
 Colossal Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: EA 1063: H = 79 cm; W = 77 cm; D = 69 cm; EA 1064: H = 2.75 m  
Provenance: Bubastis, Temple, East Side  
Comments: Bubastis Series 
 
The EEF donated London BM EA 1063+1064 in 1889; it forms a pair with Cairo CG 383+CG 540. 
Naville excavated the pair, which originally flanked the entrance to the first hall of the temple at 
Bubastis.2842 He discovered them in very fragmentary condition, making a full reconstruction of 
either statue impossible. Scholars have commonly identified these statues as Amenemhet III 
based on their features, especially their large ears and stern appearance.2843  
 
Evers dated these heads to his Middle Phase and has suggested that larger statue types had 
their own distinctive style within that period.2844 The heads from Bubastis and Kom el-Hisn 
comprise Vandier’s Delta Group.2845 In this group the nemes is not pleated and the faces are 
very serine, in contrast to his southern style. Polz placed this pair in her Stylized Style and 
Connor in his Monumental Series (Diss.) and Expressive Style (Nemtyhotep).  
 
                                                             
2841 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
2842 Naville, Bubastis (1887-1889), p. 26.  
2843 Strudwick, Masterpieces of Ancient Egypt, pp. 92-93 
2844 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 101. 
2845 Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 198-199. 
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Description of EA 1063: 
Colossal head of Amenemhet III wearing a smooth nemes headdress and false beard. He has a 
broad face with high cheekbones, a powerful lower jaw that is set slightly forward, and full lips 
that are turned up at the corners. His eyebrows are very naturally modeled, and the eyes were 
originally inlaid. The musculature at the corners of the mouth conveys the tension in the lower 
half of the face and, as is common, two depressions descend from the inner canthi and nose 
that accentuate and give the king’s features a downward motion. Traces of reddish paint 
indicate that the statue was once painted.2846 
 
Description of EA 1064: 
Lower part of colossal seated statue of Amenemhet III with the titulary of Osorkon II. Two 
female figures originally flanked the king’s legs, like the bases of the Royal Women Group of 
Senwosret III, but Osorkon II removed them. The king sits on a block throne with his hands 
resting flat on his thighs. His kilt is smooth, like his nemes, and he does not wear a belt, which is 
unusual. All preserved inscriptions are secondary and date to the reign of Osorkon II. 
 
Bibliography: 
EA 1063 – Aldred, Middle Kingdom Art, pp. 2, 27, 50, pl. 63; Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the 
Middle Kingdom,” pp. 49-50, fig. 37; Baikie, A History of Egypt I, p. 377; Boreux, “A propos d’un 
linteau représentant Sésostris III,” p. 12; British Museum, A Guide to the Egyptian Collection 
(1909), p. 218, pl. XXVI; Drioton, Art Egyptien, p. 47, fig. 37; Driotion and Bourguet, Les 
pharaons, p. 184; Engelbach, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” pp. 21, 22, 24; Fay, 
“Amenemhat V – Vienna/Assuan,” p. 71; Fay, “Missing Parts,” pp. 98-99, fig. 2; Habachi, “The 
So-Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered,” pp. 84-85; Hamann, Agptische Kunst, Wesen und 
Geschichte, p. 172, fig. 175; Hardwick, “The Obsidian King’s Origins,”  p. 10; Hirsch, Kultpolitik 
und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 132, 137, 368, No. 329; James and Davies, 
Egyptian Sculpture, p. 28, fig. 31; Krieger, “Un portrait d’Amenemhat III,” p. 73; Krysztof, “The 
Iconography of the Ear,” p. 92 n. 9; Lange, Sesostris, p. 50, pl. 44-45; Michalowski, L’art de 
l’ancienne Égypte, pp. 378, 449, Cat. 314; Naville, Bubastis, pp. 26-27, pls. XI, IV, XXVd, XXVId, I, 
X; Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt Transformed, pp. 300-304, Cat. 222; Polz, “Die 
Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 235 n. 52, 237 n. 61, 238 n. 68, 243 n. 91 and 92, 
250 n. 126; Pijoan, Summa Artis, vol. III, p. 194 fig. 257; Ranke, The Art of Ancient Egypt, p. 16, 
fig. 103; Russman, Eternal Egypt, pp. 35, 105-107, Cat. no. 31; Strudwick, Masterpieces of 
Ancient Egypt, pp. 92-93; Vandersleyen, Das Alte Agypten, p. 238, pl. 165; Vandier, Maneul III, 
pp. 198, 214, pl. LXV.2; Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 101; Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, 
p. 333, fig. 273. 
 
EA 1064 – British Museum, A Guide to the Egyptian Collection (1909), p. 218; Hirsch, Kultpolitik 
und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 369, No. 331; Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient 
Egypt Transformed, pp. 300-304, fig. 114; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” 
pp. 232 n. 27, 238 n. 68, 245 n. 102, 250 n. 126; Ricketts, “Head of Amenemmes III in Obsidian,” 
p. 72; Strudwick, Masterpieces of Ancient Egypt, pp. 92-93; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 199. 
 
                                                             
2846 Strudwick, Masterpieces of Ancient Egypt, pp. 92-93. 
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Both – Bakr and Brandl, “Egyptian Sculpture of the Middle Kingdom from the Palace at 
Bubastis,” pp. 13-14, fig. 30; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 362, 364, pls. 203, 207-
208, 213-215; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 60-63 
	
No. 29 (pls. XXVIII, LIX, LXV) 
 
* Cairo CG 383 + CG 5402847 
 
 Colossal Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: Head H = 1.05 m, Body H = 2.60 m; L/Depth = 100 cm2848 
Provenance: Bubastis 
Comments: Bubastis Series 
 
Forms a pair with London BM EA 1063/1064. Naville uncovered this statue in 1888 and the EEF 
donated it to the museum.2849 
 
Description of CG 383: 
Colossal head of Amenemhet III wearing a smooth nemes and false beard. This head is not as 
well preserved as its counterpart; however, all of the same features are present. The nasolabial 
folds appear more deeply carved. The eyes were inlaid with individual metal lashes, not as usual 
with the whole row of lashes in one piece.2850 No traces of color remain on this head.  
 
Description of CG 540: 
Only secondary inscriptions remain. The base shows two successive erasures of the name.2851 
 
Bibliography: 
CG 383: Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 47 n. 76; Bakr and Brandl, 
“Egyptian Sculpture of the Middle Kingdom from the Palace at Bubastis,” p. 14, fig. 30; Bissing, 
Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 26a; Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten II, p. 3, pl. 
60[383]; Boreux, “A propos d’un linteau représentant Sésostris III,” p. 12; Breasted, Geschichte 
Ägyptens, fig. 103; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 362, 364, pls. 203, 207-208; 
Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 60-63; Driotion and Bourguet, Les 
pharaons, p. 184; Engelbach, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” pp. 13, 19, 21, 22, 24; Evers, 
Staat I, pp. 115-116; Fay, “Amenemhat V – Vienna/Assuan,” p. 71, pl. 27b; Habachi, “The So-
Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered,” pp. 84-85; Hardwick, “The Obsidian King’s Origins,” p. 
10; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 132, 137, 368-369, No. 
328; Krieger, “Un portrait d’Amenemhat III,” p. 73; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 92 
                                                             
2847 Alternate numbers for CG 383 include: JE 28573, SR 3/9965, and GEM 6754. Alternate numbers for CG 
540 include: JE 28575 and SR G/118 
2848 Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten II, p. 3; Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2849 Maspero, Guide du Visiteur au Musée du Caire, p. 54, no. 124. 
2850 Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten II, p. 3. 
2851 Naville, Bubastis, p. 27, pl. XXIVd.  
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n. 9; Maspero, Guide du Visiteur au Musée du Caire, 54 no. 124; Maspero, Histoire générale de 
l’art, Égypte, pp. 121, 124, fig. 218; Naville, Bubastis, p. 26, pl. 1, 10; Polz, “Die Bildnisse 
Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 230 n. 23, 232 n. 27, 235 n. 52, 237 n. 61, 238 n. 68, 243 
n. 91, 92, and 94, 250 n. 126; Ricketts, “Head of Amenemmes III in Obsidian,” p. 72; Strudwick, 
Masterpieces of Ancient Egypt, p. 92; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 198, pl. LXV.1.  
 
CG 540: Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten II, p. 89, pl. 90[540]; Connor, Images du pouvoir en 
Egypte, p. 362; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 60-61; Hirsch, Kultpolitik 
und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 369, No. 330; Evers, Staat I, p. 117; Naville, 
Bubastis, p. 26, pl. 24; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 245 n. 102, 250 
n. 126; PM IV, p. 28.  
 
No. 30 (pls. XXVIII, LXV) 
 
* Cairo JE 870822852 
 
 Sphinx Dyad 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 66 cm; W = 60 cm; L/Depth = 90 cm2853 
Provenance: Bubastis 
Comments: Bubastis Series; Maned Sphinx Group (granodiorite sub-group) 
 
This dyad is part of a large group of maned-sphinxes dated stylistically to Amenemhet III that 
includes: Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 
8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4 as well as Munich ÄS 7132 and 7133, and London BM EA 65506. 
These sphinxes are further subdivided based on material into the granodiorite sub-group, the 
limestone sub-group, and the outliers. Excavated examples come from Elkab, Tanis, and 
Bubastis.  
 
Habachi conducted an important study of Cairo JE 87082 that changed the way some scholars 
viewed the maned-sphinxes of Amenemhet III.2854 He discovered the dyad in the Great Temple 
at Bubastis in 1944 and immediately associated it with the Hyksos Monuments. As discussed, 
Habachi proposed that the figures on the dyad represented Amenemhet III and Senwosret III.2855 
Freed placed this dyad in her Innovative Group, under the sub-heading of statues that depict 
Amenemhet III as Coregent (?),2856 Polz includes it in her Realistic Group 2, and Connor in 
Nemtyhotep, as unclassified.  
 
Description: 
                                                             
2852 Alternative numbers include: SR 3/9981 
2853 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database.  
2854 Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered,” SAK 6 (1978): 79-92. 
2855 Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered,” pp. 85-87. 
2856 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 110-111. 
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One of what was originally a dyad of sphinxes set upon a single rectangular base; only the left 
figure remains. This is a maned-sphinx; it has a human face with lion ears, a lion’s mane, and a 
false beard. The facial style of the Tanis and Bubastis maned-sphinxes are all very similar despite 
their differences in size. They have very broad facial planes with large almond-shaped eyes and 
rimmed eyelids. The face is accentuated, as is common, with two lines descending from the 
inner canthi and nasolabial folds. It has a prominent lower jaw that is pushed slightly forward, 




Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 363, pls. 203, 207-208, 210, 213; Connor, “The Statue 
of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 60; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, Sphinx Appendix 47, pp. 67, 91, pl. 
92a; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” pp. 110-111; Freed, “Defending 
Connoisseurship,” pp. 83, 87 n. 55, fig. 6; Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments 
Reconsidered,” pp. 79-92, pl. XXIIIa-b, XXVa; Habachi, Tell Basta, pp. 56, 93; Hirsch, Kultpolitik 
und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 104-105, 114, 132, 137, 159, 160, 369-370, No. 
332; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 n. 24 and 25, 235 n. 51, 236 
n. 54, 238 n. 68, 248 n. 117. 
	
ElKab –  
 
No. 31 (pl. XLV) 
 
Cairo CG 3912857 
 
 Maned-Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: L = 2.30 m; Base H. = 0.35 m2858 
Provenance: ElKab, Temple of Thutmose III, Second Court  
Comments: Maned-Sphinx Group (limestone sub-group) 
 
This sphinx is part of a large group of maned-sphinxes dated stylistically to Amenemhet III that 
includes: Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 
8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4 as well as Munich ÄS 7132 and 7133, and London BM EA 65506. 
These sphinxes are further subdivided based on material into the granodiorite sub-group, the 
limestone sub-group, and the outliers. Excavated examples come from Elkab, Tanis, and 
Bubastis. 
 
M. Gerbaut discovered Cairo CG 391 during his 1891 season at ElKab and dated it to the 12th 
Dynasty.2859 This sphinx and its pair, Munich ÄS 7132, differ somewhat from those found at 
                                                             
2857 Alternate numbers include: SR 3/9107 and GEM 11202 
2858 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, No. 270. 
2859 Maspero, Guide du Visiteur au Musée du Caire, p. 38, no. 139 
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Tanis. Schoske has suggested that their features were finer, due to the softer material.2860 These 
two sphinxes were originally part of dyad that had a larger, rectangular base.2861 According to 
Wildung, while Cairo CG 391 displayed signs of age, Munich ÄS 7132 depicted the king as a 
young adult, with smooth features and without the grumpy expression associated with his later 




Three large fragments of a maned-sphinx of Amenemhet III. The face has sustained significant 
damage and the front paws are missing.  A small female figure stands between the animal’s 
front legs; this was likely added after the reign of Amenemhet III.2863 
 
Bibliography: 
Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten II, p. 9, pl. 62[391]; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward 
Nemtyhotep,” pp. 62-63; Daressy, “L’Art Tanite,” pp. 171-173; Engelbach, “The So-Called Hyksos 
Monuments,” pp. 19, 21, 23-24, 26; Evers, Staat II, p. 109, pl. 14, fig. 67; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, 
Sphinx Appendix 41, pp. 67, 88, pl. 90b; Freed, “Defending Connoisseurship,” p. 86; 
Golenischeff, “Amenahā III et les Sphinx de San,” p. 135; Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos 
Monuments Reconsidered,” p. 82; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. 
Dynastie, pp. 112-113, 340, No. 270; Maspero, Guide du Visiteur au Musée du Caire, 38 no. 139; 
Maspero, Guide to the Cairo Museum, pp. 68-69, No. 184; Montet, Les enigmes de Tanis, p. 59; 
Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 237 n. 67, 248 n. 117; PM V, p. 174; 
Schoske, “Ein Mähnensphinx Amenemhets III,” p. 359; Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 200, 207.  
 
Hawara –  
 
No. 32 (pl. XXXI) 
 
* Cairo JE 432892864 
 
 Dyad Depicting Two Royal Figures 
 
Material: Granite 
Measurements: H = 220 cm; L/Depth = 1582865; Weight = 8 tons2866 
Provenance: Hawara, near Pyramid Base 
Comments: Hawara Series 
 
                                                             
2860 Schoske, “Ein Mähnensphinx Amenemhets III,” p. 359. 
2861 Schoske, “Ein Mähnensphinx Amenemhets III,” p. 359. 
2862 Wildung, “Übermensch und Menschensohn Bildnisse des Pharao,” p. 65. 
2863 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 248 n. 117 
2864 Alternative numbers include: RT 1/2/21/2 and SR G/75 
2865 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2866 Petrie et. al., The Labyrinth, p. 30. 
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This is one of a number of statues and statue fragments uncovered over the course of Petrie’s 
excavations at Hawara. This group includes four limestone statue bases (Berlin 1195, an 
example in the Cloisters of St. George, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and Louvre E 33167), one nearly 
complete seated statue (Cairo CG 385), two granite dyads (Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 
1842), a group statue that depicted Amenemhet III and four goddesses (in situ), fragments from 
two additional statues (Leiden F 1934/2.129 and one fragment left in situ), and fragments from 
two colossal statues, one in limestone (Copenhagen AEIN 1417) and one in granite (Copenhagen 
AEIN 1420), as well as numerous fragments of both royal and divine statuary, which were 
scattered all over the surface. In addition, there are three copper statues that likely came from 
Hawara (Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz No. 36, Ortiz No. 37) and a bust now in a private collection (Fay 
2003). 
 
Petrie recovered two red granite shrines and the remains of a third near the base of the pyramid 
at Hawara;2867 the other shrine is Copenhagen AEIN 1482. He proposed that they originally stood 
in the row of chapels along the back of the temple, with the largest being set along the temple’s 
axis. Petrie also discovered many additional fragments scattered on the surface that likely came 
from the shrines.2868 The dilapidated state of the architectural remains at Hawara makes any 
proposed reconstruction of the group purely conjectural. Connor placed the dyads in his 
Monumental Series (Diss.), Expressive Style (Nemtyhotep) and Polz includes them as a possible 
addition to her Stylized Style. 
 
Description: 
Each of the dyads in this series depicts two royal figures; the one on the right wears a khat 
headdress and hands an ankh to the one on the left, who wears the nemes; the figures stand 
within a recessed naos with a cavetto cornice and torus molding. Unfortunately, their faces are 
too damaged for any real analysis. The two main shrines are virtually identical, aside from two 




Bagh and Nielsen, Finds from W.M.F. Petries’ Excavations, pp. 103-104, fig. 3.4; Connor, Images 
du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 360, 364, 368; pls. 203, 207-208, 221; Connor, “The Statue of the 
Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 59 n. 17, 61-63; Habachi, “Hawara,” LA II, Col. 1073 n. 12; Habachi, 
“The So-Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered,” p. 87; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 131; Hornemann, Types of Ancient Egyptian Statuary 
IV, No. 1100; Petrie et. al., The Labyrinth, pp. 29-31; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” pp. 232 n. 27, 235 n. 52, 237 n. 66, 245 n. 102; PM IV, p. 100; Seidel, Die 
königlichen Statuengruppen I, pp. 101-103, 113, No. 43; Uphill, Pharaoh’s Gateway to Eternity, 
pp. 23, 25, 42-43, figs. 14, 16-17; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 195, pl. LXIV.5. 
 
No. 33 (pl. XXXII) 
 
                                                             
2867 Petrie et. al., The Labyrinth, p. 29. 
2868 Petrie et. al., The Labyrinth, p. 31.  
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*Copenhagen AEIN 14172869  
 
 Colossus of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: H. 74 cm 
Provenance: Hawara  
Comments: Hawara Series 
 
This is one of a number of statues and statue fragments uncovered over the course of Petrie’s 
excavations at Hawara. This group includes four limestone statue bases (Berlin 1195, an 
example in the Cloisters of St. George, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and Louvre E 33167), one nearly 
complete seated statue (Cairo CG 385), two granite dyads (Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 
1842), a group statue that depicts Amenemhet III and four goddesses (in situ), fragments from 
two additional statues (Leiden F 1934/2.129 and one fragment left in situ), and fragments from 
two colossal statues, one in limestone (Copenhagen AEIN 1417) and one in granite (Copenhagen 
AEIN 1420), as well as numerous fragments of both royal and divine statuary, which were 
scattered all over the surface. In addition, there are three copper statues that likely came from 




Arm and shoulder of an over-life-size statue, possibly holding a scepter. The piece displays a 
broad musculature and narrow waist; unfortunately, due to its damaged condition, it is 
impossible to tell exactly how the artist has depicted the king.2870 
 
Bibliography: 
Bagh, Finds from W.M.F. Petries’ Excavations, pp. 108-109, fig. 3.20; Blom-Boer, Die 
Tempelanlage Amenemhets III. in Hawara, no. 60; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward 
Nemtyhotep,” p. 70; Uphill, Pharaoh’s Gateway to Eternity, pp. 30, 43, 70.  
 
No. 34 (pl. XXXII) 
 
* Copenhagen AEIN 14202871  
 
 Foot from a Seated Colossus 
 
Material: Granite 
Measurements: L = 63 cm; W. across four toes = 32 cm 
Provenance: Hawara 
                                                             
2869 I would like to thank the staff of the Ny Carlsburg Glyptotek in Copenhagen, particularly Dr. Tine Bagh, 
for providing me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
2870 Bagh and Nielsen, Finds from W.M.F. Petries’ Excavations, pp. 108-109; Petrie et al., Labyrinth, p. 31. 
2871 I would like to thank the staff of the Ny Carlsburg Glyptotek in Copenhagen, particularly Dr. Tine Bagh, 
for providing me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
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Comments: Hawara Series 
 
This is one of a number of statues and statue fragments uncovered over the course of Petrie’s 
excavations at Hawara. This group includes four limestone statue bases (Berlin 1195, an 
example in the Cloisters of St. George, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and Louvre E 33167), one nearly 
complete seated statue (Cairo CG 385), two granite dyads (Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 
1842), a group statue that depicts Amenemhet III and four goddesses (in situ), fragments from 
two additional statues (Leiden F 1934/2.129 and one fragment left in situ), and fragments from 
two colossal statues, one in limestone (Copenhagen AEIN 1417) and one in granite (Copenhagen 
AEIN 1420), as well as numerous fragments of both royal and divine statuary, which were 
scattered all over the surface. In addition, there are three copper statues that likely came from 
Hawara (Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz No. 36, Ortiz No. 37) and a bust now in a private collection (Fay 
2003). 
 
One of several fragments that Petrie excavated during the 1911 season of the British School of 
Archaeology in Egypt belonging to a colossal statue at least 6 m. in height.2872 The foot was likely 




Fragment of an over-life-size granite foot. 
 
Bibliography: 
Bagh and Nielsen, Finds from W.M.F. Petries’ Excavations, p. 109, fig. 3.29; Blom-Boer, Die 
Tempelanlage Amenemhets III. in Hawara, pp. 180-1, no. 85; Connor, Images du pouvoir en 
Egypte, p. 362; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 60 n. 28; Petrie, The 
Labyrinth, p. 31, pl. XXVII; PM IV, p. 101; Obsomer in Fs Vandersleyen, pp. 221-334; Uphill, 
Pharaoh’s Gateway to Eternity, pp. 29, 43, 70. 
 
No. 35 (pl. XXXI) 
 
* Copenhagen AEIN 14822874  
 
 Dyad Depicting Two Royal Figures 
 
Material: Granite 
Measurements: H = 250 cm; W = 195 cm 
Provenance: Hawara, near Pryamid Base  
Comments: Hawara Series 
 
                                                             
2872 Bagh and Nielsen, Finds from W.M.F. Petries’ Excavations, p. 109.  
2873 Bagh and Nielsen, Finds from W.M.F. Petries’ Excavations, p. 109. 
2874 I would like to thank the staff of the Ny Carlsburg Glyptotek in Copenhagen, particularly Dr. Tine Bagh, 
for providing me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
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This is one of a number of statues and statue fragments uncovered over the course of Petrie’s 
excavations at Hawara. This group includes four limestone statue bases (Berlin 1195, an 
example in the Cloisters of St. George, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and Louvre E 33167), one nearly 
complete seated statue (Cairo CG 385), two granite dyads (Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 
1842), a group statue that depicts Amenemhet III and four goddesses (in situ), fragments from 
two additional statues (Leiden F 1934/2.129 and one fragment left in situ), and fragments from 
two colossal statues, one in limestone (Copenhagen AEIN 1417) and one in granite (Copenhagen 
AEIN 1420), as well as numerous fragments of both royal and divine statuary, which were 
scattered all over the surface. In addition, there are three copper statues that likely came from 
Hawara (Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz No. 36, Ortiz No. 37) and a bust now in a private collection (Fay 
2003). 
 
The museum acquired Copenhagen AEIN 1482 from the British School of Archaeology in 1912; it 
is one of a series of at least three such dyads from Hawara that also includes Cairo JE 43289. 
 
Description: 
Each of the dyads in this series depicts two royal figures; the one on the right wears a khat 
headdress and hands an ankh to the one on the left, who wears the nemes; the stand within a 
recessed naos with a cavetto cornice and torus molding. Unfortunately, the faces of the figures 
are too damaged for any real analysis. The two main shrines are virtually identical, aside from 




Bagh and Nielsen, Finds from W.M.F. Petries’ Excavations, pp. 19-22, 102-103, fig. 3.3; Capart, 
Agyptiscke Skulpturer, fig. 3; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 61-63; Freed, 
“Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” pp. 108-110; Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos 
Monuments Reconsidered,” p. 87; Habachi, “Hawara,” LA II, Col. .1073 n. 12; Hirsch, Kultpolitik 
und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 131; Mogens, Katalog Agypten I, pp. 170-171; 
Mogensen, La Glyptotheque Ny Carlsberg, p. 6, pl. II; Osbomer, Amosiades, pp. 262-263; Petrie 
et. al., The Labyrinth, pp. 29-31, pl. XXIII and XXXII; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” pp. 232 n. 27, 235 n. 52, 237 n. 67, 245 n. 101, 245 n. 102; PM IV, p. 100; 
Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, pp. 103-104, No. 44; Uphill, Pharaoh’s Gateway to 
Eternity, pp. 23, 25, 42-43, fig. 14; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 196. 
	




 Group Depicting Amenemhet III and Goddesses Holding Fish 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: L = 82 cm; W = 210 cm2875 
Provenance: Hawara 
                                                             
2875 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, p. 104.  
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Comments: Hawara Series 
 
This is one of a number of statues and statue fragments uncovered over the course of Petrie’s 
excavations at Hawara. This group includes four limestone statue bases (Berlin 1195, an 
example in the Cloisters of St. George, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and Louvre E 33167), one nearly 
complete seated statue (Cairo CG 385), two granite dyads (Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 
1842), a group statue that depicts Amenemhet III and four goddesses (in situ), fragments from 
two additional statues (Leiden F 1934/2.129 and one fragment left in situ), and fragments from 
two colossal statues, one in limestone (Copenhagen AEIN 1417) and one in granite (Copenhagen 
AEIN 1420), as well as numerous fragments of both royal and divine statuary, which were 
scattered all over the surface. In addition, there are three copper statues that likely came from 
Hawara (Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz No. 36, Ortiz No. 37) and a bust now in a private collection (Fay 
2003). 
 
Petrie reconstructed this group based on a total of 8 large fragments; however it is impossible to 
suggest the original architectural setting as so little survives.2876 Further, no parallels exist for 
this composition, which makes it even more difficult to evaluate.2877 Seidel has suggested the 
goddesses were of local origin and has associated them with the Fayum.2878 This group does not 
appear in Polz’s catalogue; however both Freed and Connor include it. Freed placed this in her 
Innovate Group under the heading Amenemhet III as Omnipotent King.2879 She has likened it to 
tomb scenes depicting offering bearers and has stated that the architecture of the group follows 
a style known from private art, that combines a raised rounded cornice and engaged statuary; 
examples occur in the private stelae dating from Senwosret III and later.2880 Connor has included 
it in his Nemtyhotep catalogue, and left it unclassified. 
 
Description: 
Extremely fragmentary group that depicts a seated Amenemhet III with two goddesses on either 
side of him who are holding fish. The entire scene has a hood projecting over it.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” no. 48; Fay, “The “Abydos Princess”,” p. 129, 
fig. 19; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” p. 113; Petrie et. al., The 
Labyrinth, p. 31, pl. XXVI; PM IV, p. 101; Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, 104-106, No. 
45; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 131; Uphill, Pharaoh’s 
Gateway to Eternity, pp. 27, 43. 
 




                                                             
2876 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, p. 104. 
2877 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, p. 104.  
2878 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, p. 104. 
2879 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 113. 
2880 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 113. 
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 Statue in Naos with Flail 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: H = 58 cm; W = 55 cm2881 
Provenance: Hawara 
Comments: Hawara Series 
 
This is one of a number of statues and statue fragments uncovered over the course of Petrie’s 
excavations at Hawara. This group includes four limestone statue bases (Berlin 1195, an 
example in the Cloisters of St. George, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and Louvre E 33167), one nearly 
complete seated statue (Cairo CG 385), two granite dyads (Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 
1842), a group statue that depicts Amenemhet III and four goddesses (in situ), fragments from 
two additional statues (Leiden F 1934/2.129 and one fragment left in situ), and fragments from 
two colossal statues, one in limestone (Copenhagen AEIN 1417) and one in granite (Copenhagen 
AEIN 1420), as well as numerous fragments of both royal and divine statuary, which were 
scattered all over the surface. In addition, there are three copper statues that likely came from 
Hawara (Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz No. 36, Ortiz No. 37) and a bust now in a private collection (Fay 
2003). Connor has included this in his Nemtyhotep catalogue, but it remains unclassified. 
 
Description: 
Fragment of a semi-engaged statue of Amenemhet III inside of a naos of some kind. The king 
wears a menat necklace and holds a large flail in his left hand, his right hand is not visible. The 
prominence of the king’s neck indicates that he is wearing a crown, but the image is only 
preserved from the waist to the lower ear. He appears to be looking over his right shoulder. 
 
Bibliography: 
Blom-Boër, Die Tempelanlage Amenemhets III, pp. 160-162, no. 53; Connor, “The Statue of the 
Steward Nemtyhotep,” no. 47; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” pp. 
103-104; Petrie et al., Labyrinth, p. 31, pl. XXV, PM IV, p. 101; Obsomer, Fs Vandersleyen, pp. 
221-334; Uphill, Pharaoh’s Gateway, pp. 29, 43.  
 
No. 38 (pl. XXXII) 
 
Leiden, Rijksmuseum van Oudheden F 1934/2.1292882  
 
 Fragment of a Royal Head 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: H = 20 cm; W = 11.5 cm; D = 13.5 cm2883  
Provenance: Hawara, Labyrinth 
Comments: Hawara Series 
                                                             
2881 Blom-Boër, Die Tempelanlage Amenemhets III, pp. 160-162, no. 53. 
2882 I would like to thank Maarten Raven of the National Museum of Antiquities in Leiden for providing 
photographs and additional information on this object. 




This is one of a number of statues and statue fragments uncovered over the course of Petrie’s 
excavations at Hawara. This group includes four limestone statue bases (Berlin 1195, an 
example in the Cloisters of St. George, Leiden F 1939/2.51, and Louvre E 33167), one nearly 
complete seated statue (Cairo CG 385), two granite dyads (Cairo JE 43289 and Copenhagen AEIN 
1842), a group statue that depicts Amenemhet III and four goddesses (in situ), fragments from 
two additional statues (Leiden F 1934/2.129 and one fragment left in situ), and fragments from 
two colossal statues, one in limestone (Copenhagen AEIN 1417) and one in granite (Copenhagen 
AEIN 1420), as well as numerous fragments of both royal and divine statuary, which were 
scattered all over the surface. In addition, there are three copper statues that likely came from 
Hawara (Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz No. 36, Ortiz No. 37) and a bust now in a private collection (Fay 
2003). 
 
This fragment is one of a series now located in Leiden and purchased from F.F.W. von Bissing.2884 
This head appears in Polz and Connor (Nemtyhotep) as unclassified. This series also includes 
Leiden F 1934/2.83, a fragment of a royal kilt, which Connor has given its own catalogue 
entry.2885 However, I have chosen merely to reference it here and it is unclear exactly how many 
different statues the fragments now in Leiden may represent. These fragments serve as an 
important demonstration of the significance of the decorative program at Hawara.  
 
Description: 
Small fragment from the upper left-hand side of a royal head wearing a nemes headdress. The 




Blom, “Sculpture Fragments and Relief Fragments from the Labyrinth at Hawara,” Cat. 4, pp. 26-
27, Pl. 1(4); Blom-Boër, Die Tempelanlage Amenemhets III, p. 165, no. 55; Connor, Images du 
pouvoir en Egypte, p. 364; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 71. 
 
Kerma –  
 
No. 39 (pls. XLVIII, LXIV) 
 
* Boston MFA 20.12132886 
 
 Statuette of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Greywacke 
Measurements: H = 23.2 cm; W = 15.7 cm; D = 10.6 cm  
Provenance: Kerma 
                                                             
2884 Blom, “Sculpture Fragments and Relief Fragments from the Labyrinth,” p. 26. 
2885 Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 71. 
2886 I would like to thank the staff of the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston for providing me with the 
opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
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Comments: Heads: Group 2a 
 
Reisner discovered this statue in 1913 during the Harvard University – Boston Museum of Fine 
Arts Expedition’s excavations at Kerma along with a large group of sculptures buried in royal 
tumulus KII.2887 Reisner found it on the surface, but tomb robbers had likely displaced it; it 
originally came from the sacrificial corridor of tomb KII.2888 It is unclear how the objects in the 
tomb made their way to Kerma. Polz has included the sculpture but left it unclassified and 
Connor has placed it in his Greywacke Group (Diss), Humanizing Style (Nemtyhotep). I have 
chosen, like Connor, to group this head with the other examples carved in greywacke. 
 
Description: 
Fragmentary royal head preserved to just above the tip of the nose. The king wears the nemes 
headdress and his facial features are consistent with the image of Amenemhet III, including: 
high cheekbones, two lines that descend from the inner canthi and nasolabial folds, and a 




Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 365, pls. 203, 208, 211; Connor, “The Statue of the 
Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 61; D.D. “An Egyptian Portrait Head of the XII Dynasty,” p. 64, fig. 4; 
Freed et al., MFA Highlights, pp. 130-131; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. 
Dynastie, p. 133; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 238 n. 68; PM VII, p. 
179; Reisner, Excavations at Kerma I-III, pp. 122-134; Reisner, Excavations at Kerma IV, pp. 23-
30; Smith, Ancient Egypt, pp. 93-94, fig. 56; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 200.  
 
Kiman Fares –  
 
No. 40 (pls. XLI, LXV) 
 
* Cairo CG 3952889  
 
 Statue of Amenemhet III as a Priest 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 100 cm; W = 77 cm; L/Depth = 49 cm2890  
Provenance: Medinet el-Fayum/Kiman Fares 
Comments: Similar in style to “Tanis” Series 
 
                                                             
2887 Reisner, Excavations at Kerma I-III, pp. 122-134; G.A. Reisner, Excavations at Kerma, parts IV-V. 
Cambridge: Peabody Museum of Harvard University, 1923), pp. 23-30; Freed et al., MFA Highlights, p. 
131. 
2888 Reisner, Excavations at Kerma, parts IV-V, p. 30 
2889 Alternate numbers include: JE 20001 and SR 3/9903 
2890 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
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Mariette excavated this head in 1862 in Kiman Fares/Crocodilopolis, the capital of the Fayum; 
early scholars considered it one of the Hyksos Monuments. Habachi’s work at Kiman Fares 
indicates a significant investment in the site during the reign of Amenemhet III, in order to 
embellish the city, which was first constructed by Amenemhet I.2891 This statue represents the 
first time that artists used the king’s dress and accouterments to emphasize his role as high 
priest and it is the sole example of this style in the round.2892 Scholars have offered an array of 
interpretations of this style, but most focus on the role of the king as a priest.  
 
Evers has dated this statue to his Late Phase;2893 Aldred places it in his Stylized Group;2894 Polz in 
her Realistic-Expressive Style;2895 Freed in her Innovative Group, Amenemhet III as Servant of the 




Upper half of an over life-size statue of Amenemhet III as a sem-priest. The king wears a leopard 
skin, a menat, a large archaic wig, and carries two falcon-headed staves. This is the first time 
that the falcon-headed standards appear.2897 His face is similar in style to the series from Tanis 
and Bubastis; it has very broad planes with well-articulated features. His eyes are almond-
shaped with an almost ledge-like lower eyelid; his eyebrows are plastic, an unusual trait. His 
cheekbones are high and are emphasized by the pair of lines swooping down from the inner 
canthi and nasolabial folds. The musculature around the mouth is very prominent, the king’s lips 
are full, and the corners of the mouth are slightly upturned. He wears a wide beard that covers 
his entire lower jaw as well as a false beard that has now been broken away.  
 
As discussed in Chapter Five, the form of this wig is distinctive, its antecedents come from both 
the private and archaic spheres. Previously, Lange suggested the wig conveyed a Libyan 
influence; this led him to propose that the statue depicted Amenemhet III as a cult 
representative for local Libyan populations.2898 Von Bissing suggested that the round discs 
present are weights being used to hold the wig into position, a style he has linked with the Early 
Dynastic period.2899 For Seidel and Wildung the archaic hairstyle suggests that this imaged 
depicted the king engaged in an ancient rite in which he acted as lord of the two lands in order 
to sacrifice to the gods at the beginning of the inundation and gain their favor.2900  
 
                                                             
2891 L. Habachi, “Une ‘vaste salle’ d’Amenemhet III a Kiman Faris (Fayoum),” ASAE 37 (1937): 85-95. 
2892 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 114; Donadoni, Beruhmte Museum, p. 66. 
2893 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 110.  
2894 Aldred, “Plastik,” p. 216. 
2895 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 231 n. 24.  
2896 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 114-115. 
2897 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 115. 
2898 Lange, Sesostris, p. 50. 
2899 Bissing, Denkmäler, pl. 30 and text. M. Eaton-Krauss has also highlighted the archaic qualities of this 
statue (Eaton-Krauss, “A source for the sculptures of Sesostris III and Amenemhet III,” p. 18). 
2900 M. Seidel and D. Wildung, “Rundplastik des Mittleren Reiches,” in C. Vandersleyen, Das Alte Agypten 
(Berlin: Propylen, 1975), pp. 230-239, p. 238. 
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Freed attributed his leopard garment and menat to the art of the private sphere, as both appear 
at the beginning of the Old Kingdom.2901 Based on the massive curled locks and the long 
extended braid, she also views the wig as a development based on private artistic traditions.2902 
Russman placed the wig within the milieu of First Dynasty private statuary.2903 The real beard led 
Russman to propose that this figure was a throwback to a more primitive age, when beards 
were not just symbolic.2904 She has concluded that the figure may reference the period of 
Djoser.2905 Alternatively, Westendorf associated the garment with the king’s role as heir, making 
it is possible that it reflects his time as coregent.2906 A more detailed discussion of these 
possibilities appears in Chapter Six.  
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28. pl. I[4]; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” pp. 114-115, 116, 123, pl. 
XIXa; Grimm et al., Pharao, p. 65; Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered,” 
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Agypten, p. 38; Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 197, 209, 213, pl. LXX.1-2; Vittozzi, “Amenemhat III a 
Roma,” p. 56; Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 100; Westendorf, Das Alte Ägypten, p. 
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Kom el-Hisn –  
 
No. 41 (pl. XXXVII) 
 
Cairo JE 429952907 
 
 Head of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Basalt 
Measurements: H = 35 cm2908 
Provenance: Kom el-Hisn, Tomb of Khesu-wer  
Comments: Kom el-Hisn Series 
 
Although this head comes from a private tomb, it most likely derives from the temple of Hathor 
at Kom el-Hisn.2909 Edgar initially attributed the statue to Amenemhet III based on the presence 
of Cairo JE 43104. Polz has suggested that this may be an example of her Youthful Sub-type and 
Connor left it unclassified (Diss., Nemtyhotep).  
 
Description: 
Head of Amenemhet III wearing the white crown; broken off at the neck. This head does not 
have a uraeus, which is unusual.  The face is narrow, especially at the jawline, creating a slightly 
more hollow appearance. The eyes are almond-shaped with beaded eyelids, and naturally 
modeled brows. The mouth is full and strait, with the lower jaw is slightly forward.  
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Breasted, Geschichte Ägyptens, fig. 101; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 368, pls. 203, 
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pp. 29, 81; Ranke, The Art of Ancient Egypt, p. 16, fig. 101; Vandier, Egyptian Sculpture, no. 54, 
pl. 54; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 199, pl. LXV.5.  
 
                                                             
2907 Alternative numbers include: SR 3/9838 
2908 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 370 
2909 Edgar, “Recent Discoveries at Kom el Hisn,” p. 61. 
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Cairo JE 663222910 (pls. XXXVIII, LIX, LXV) 
 
 Seated Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: H = 182 cm2911 
Provenance: Medinet Madi 
Comments: Medinet Madi Series 
 
This statue forms a pair with Milan RAN E0.9.40001; the museum reconstructed a number of 
fragments into a complete statue in 1937. Polz included this statue in her catalogue as a possible 
example of her Stylized Style and Connor has placed it in his Monumental Series (Diss.), 
Expressive Style (Nemtyhotep).  
 
Description: 
Torso of an over-life-size royal statue broken into two large fragments. The remains depict the 
king wearing a plastic double-stripe nemes headdress and the remains of a false beard. The face 
is rounded and full, with a strong lower jaw, full lips, and two shallow furrows descending from 
both the inner canthi and the nostrils. This statue, like its partner, was originally inscribed; 
however, only part of the name of the goddess Renenutet remains.2912  
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Cairo Museum, A Brief Description of the Principal Monuments, p. 153, No. 6259; Connor, 
Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 364, 366, 369-370, pls. 203, 206-208, 213-214; Connor, “The 
Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 61-63; Fay, “Missing Parts,” pp. 98-99, fig. 2; Hirsch, 
Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 130, 137, 367, No. 323; Hardwick, 
“The Obsidian King’s Origins,” p. 15; Krieger, “Un portrait d’Amenemhat III,” p. 73; Krysztof, “The 
Iconography of the Ear,” pp. 86, 90-93, fig. 3b; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets 
III,” pp. 232 n. 27, 235 n. 52, 237 n. 61, 237 n. 67, 242 n. 85, 246 n. 111, Pl. 52c; Vandier, Maneul 
III, p. 196; Vogliano, Secondo rapport, pp. 54-55, pl. XXXVIII-XL; Zecchi, Geografia Religiosa del 
Fayyum. Dalle origini al IV secolo a.C., pp. 157-158.  
 
No. 43 (pl. XXXVIII) 
 
In Situ  
 
 Triad Depicting Amenemhet III 
 
                                                             
2910 Alternative numbers include: SR 3/9623 
2911 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 




Measurements: H = c. 86 cm; W = 108 cm2913 
Provenance: Medinet Madi, Temple of Amenemhet III and IV, Eastern Sanctuary 
Comments: Medinet Madi Series  
 
This triad is one of a group of three triads located in the tripartite sanctuary of the temple of 
Amenemhet III and IV at Medinet Madi; only the bases of the central and eastern triads have 
survived. Each preserves a central figure flanked by two pairs of feet, those of Amenemhet III 
and IV.2914 Seidel supposed the existence of a western triad based on the architecture of the 
temple and the presence of the other two;2915 however, nothing has survived in the western 
sanctuary. Polz and Connor do not discuss these triads, as only the bases are preserved. 
 
Description: 
Limestone statue base that preserves a long central figure, likely the Sobek in his crocodile form, 
flanked by images of Amenemhet III and IV.2916 Very little survives. 
 
Bibliography: 
Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, pp. 107, 110, No. 47; Zecchi, Geografia Religiosa del 
Fayyum. Dalle origini al IV secolo a.C., p. 157. 
 
Thebes, Karnak Temple –  
 
No. 44 (pls. XXXIV-XXXV, LXIII) 
 
* Cairo CG 420152917  
 
 Praying Statue of Amenemhet III  
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 75 cm; W = 31 cm; L/Depth = 26 cm2918 
Provenance: Thebes, Karnak Cachette 
Comments: Karnak Series 
 
Legrain discovered Cairo CG 42015 on 3/31/1904;2919 it is one of eight examples of the Karnak 
Series, which include: Cairo CG 42015, Cairo CG 42019, Cairo JE 43596, Luxor J.785, Berlin 
17551, Cleveland 1960.56, New York MMA 45.2.6, and Louvre A.F.2578. All of the statues are 
granodiorite and depict the king in the same attitude as the Deir el-Bahari Series of his father, 
Senwosret III.  They show the king striding forward with his hands pressed flat on his three-
                                                             
2913 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, p. 110. 
2914 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, p. 107. 
2915 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, p. 110. 
2916 Seidel, Die königlichen Statuengruppen I, p. 110. 
2917 Alternate numbers include: JE 37400, SR 3/9575, and K.150 
2918 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2919 Legrain, Statues et Statuettes I, p. 11. 
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dimensional pleated kilt in a posture of adoration. The faces of the Karnak Series are elongated 
with a forward lower jaw and an accentuated, down-turned mouth. All share the same muscular 
body type that emphasizes the chest and torso, giving the king a young, firm body that is slim, 
geometric, and naturalistic. Cairo CG 42015 appears in Evers’ Late Phase, Polz’s Realistic Group 
1, Freed’s Traditional Group, Connor’s Karnak Series (Diss.), Expressive Style (Nemtyhotep).  
 
Description: 
Nearly complete statue of Amenemhet III in a pose of adoration, broken off just below the 
knees. A full discussion of the features of this group appears in Chapter Five.  
 
Bibliography: 
Altenmuller, LA II, p. 565; Berman and Bohač, The Cleveland Museum of Art: Catalogue of 
Egyptian Art, p. 156; Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 26a; Connor, Images du 
pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 360, 363, 364, pls. 203, 207-209; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward 
Nemtyhotep,” pp. 59-63, n. 18; El-Shahawy and Atiya, The Egyptian Museum in Cairo, pp. 120-
121, cat. 74; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” p. 107; Hirsch, Kultpolitik 
und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 114, 137, 341, No. 276; Krieger, “Un portrait 
d’Amenemhat III,” p. 73; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 92 n. 10; Lee, “Amenemhet 
III,” p. 208; Legrain, Statues et Statuettes, p. 11, pl. IX; Malek, Egypt: 4000 Years of Art, p. 120; 
Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 n. 24, 235 n. 49, 237 n. 67, 243 n. 
99, 245 n. 101 and 105, 251 n. 129, Pl. 50a; PM II, p. 136; Saleh and Sourouzian, Official 
Catalogue, Cat. 105; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 197; Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 96.  
 
No. 45 (pls. XXXIV-XXXV, LXIII) 
 
* Cairo JE 435962920 
 
 Head of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 17 cm2921 
Provenance: Thebes, Karnak Temple, Near Temple K on the NE perimeter of the Amun-district 
Comments: Karnak Series 
 
Cairo JE 43596 is one of eight examples of the Karnak Series, which includes: Cairo CG 42015, 
Cairo CG 42019, Cairo JE 43596, Luxor J.785, Berlin 17551, Cleveland 1960.56, New York MMA 
45.2.6, and Louvre A.F.2578. All of the statues are granodiorite and depict the king in the same 
attitude as the Deir el-Bahari Series of his father, Senwosret III.  They show the king striding 
forward with his hands pressed flat on his three-dimensional pleated kilt in a posture of 
adoration. The faces of the Karnak Series are elongated with a forward lower jaw and an 
accentuated, down-turned mouth; there are slight differences, but none strong enough to 
indicate multiple workshops. All share the same muscular body type that emphasizes the chest 
and torso, giving the king a young, firm body that is slim, geometric, and naturalistic. Polz has 
                                                             
2920 Alternative numbers include: SR 3/9839 
2921 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
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placed this head in her Realistic Group 1 and Connor in his Karnak Series (Diss.), and Expressive 




Facial fragment of Amenemhet III wearing a nemes headdress with a plastic double-stripe 
pattern. The material and style are in line with those of the Karnak Series. For more information 
of this series see Chapter Five.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 363-364, pls. 207-209; Connor, “The Statue of the 
Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 59-61, n. 18; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. 
Dynastie, pp. 114, 342-343, No. 281; Leprohon, The Reign of Amenemhat III, p. 120; Polz, “Die 
Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 n. 24, 235 n. 49, 236, 238 n. 68; PM II, p. 
281.  
 
Group 4 – Attributed Stylistically, Provenance Unknown 
 
Berlin, Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung – 
	
No. 46 (pls. XLIX, LXIII) 
 
* Berlin 113482923  
 
 Statue of a King 
 
Material: Serpentine 
Measurements: H = 31 cm  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Heads: Group 2b 
 
The heads of Group 2b are comprised of serpentine, diorite and granodiorite respectively, but 
are very similar to those executed in greywacke, with the exception of their heavier upper 
eyelids.2924 This designation is not meant to imply that all three examples were carved in the 
same workshop, but to show a continuity of style that is present in many cases across the 
divisions of material or find spot. Berlin 11348 is the best-preserved example of this style. It 
depicts the king wearing the amulet necklace associated with Senwosret III; a possible indicator 
that it may come from their period of coregency. While Polz chose not to include this statue in 
her catalogue of Amenemhet III, Connor grouped it with his Humanizing Style (Nemtyhotep). 
                                                             
2922 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 360, 364. 
2923 I would like to thank the staff of the Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung in Berlin, particularly 
Olivia Zorn, for providing me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
2924 This group includes four main examples: Berlin 11348 (serpentine), Cairo RT 22/9/25/3 (granodiorite), 
London UC14363 (diorite), and MMA 24.7.1 (granodiorite), as well as two possible additions: Philadelphia 





Upper part of a statue of Amenemhet III preserved almost down to the waist. The king wears a 
nemes headdress with an incised triple-stripe pattern and the amulet necklace associated with 
his father Senwosret III. The nose and chin are damaged, but the image generally displays the 
characteristic features of Amenemhet III. The full checks, amulet necklace, and triple-stripe 
nemes pattern align this example with those often termed youthful; these images most likely 
date to the period of co-rule. 
 
Bibliography: 
Berlin Museum, Führer durch das Berliner Ägyptische Museum, p. 53; Connor, Images du pouvoir 
en Egypte, p. 367, pls. 203, 208, 216-217; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 
62; Grimm et al., Pharao, p. 62, Cat. 45; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 92 n. 9; 
Museen zu Berlin, Aegyptischen Altertümer und Gipsabgüsse, p. 80; PM VIII, 800-490-300; 
Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 124, 129, 184, Cat. 55; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 201. 
	
No. 47 (pls. XXXIV-XXXV, LXIII) 
 
* Berlin 175512925  
 
 Upper Part of a Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: 23 x 20 x 17 cm 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Karnak Series  
 
Ludwig Borchardt purchased this statue in 1905; it is one of eight examples of the Karnak Series, 
which includes: Cairo CG 42015, Cairo CG 42019, Cairo JE 43596, Luxor J.785, Berlin 17551, 
Cleveland 1960.56, New York MMA 45.2.6, and Louvre A.F.2578. All of the statues are 
granodiorite and depict the king in the same attitude as the Deir el-Bahari Series of his father, 
Senwosret III.  They show the king striding forward with his hands pressed flat on his three-
dimensional pleated kilt in a posture of adoration. The faces of the Karnak Series are elongated 
with a forward lower jaw and an accentuated, down-turned mouth; there are slight differences, 
but none strong enough to indicate multiple workshops. All share the same muscular body type 
that emphasizes the chest and torso, giving the king a young, firm body that is slim, geometric, 
and naturalistic. This statue appears in Polz’s Realistic Group 1 and Connor’s Karnak Series 




                                                             
2925 I would like to thank the staff of the Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung in Berlin, particularly 
Olivia Zorn, for providing me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
2926 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 360, 363, 364. 
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Upper part of a praying statue of Amenemhet III preserved to just below the armpit. Depicts the 
king in a rather heavy nemes headdress with a plastic double stripe and a broad collar. The pose, 
material, and facial features are all in line with those of the Karnak Series. For more on this 
series see Chapter Five. 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 360, 363, 364, pls. 203, 207-209, 215, 223; Connor, 
“The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 59-61, n. 18; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” pp. 230 n. 22, 231 n. 24, 236, 238 n. 68, 244 n. 99; Krysztof, “The Iconography 
of the Ear,” p. 92 n. 11; Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 124, 128, 183, Cat. 54; Berman and 
Bohač, The Cleveland Museum of Art: Catalogue of Egyptian Art, p. 156; Hamann, Agptische 
Kunst, Wesen und Geschichte, p. 172, fig. 174; Agyptisches Museum Berlin, pp. 35-36, Cat. 306, 
fig. 306; Fay, “Amenemhat V – Vienna/Assuan,” pp. 68, 70, pl. 29d; Altenmüller and Hornbostel, 
Das Menschenbild im alten Ägypten, pp. 38-39, Cat. 9; Krieger, “Un portrait d’Amenemhat III,” 
pp. 73, 75; Driotion and Bourguet, Les pharaons, p. 184; Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 200, 202, pl. 
LXVI.3; Fay, Egyptian Museum Berlin, pp. 30-31; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme 
der 12. Dynastie, p. 114; Cat. Schaetze Altaegyptischer Kunst, p. 38, Cat. 71; Wildung and 
Schoske, Last Exit Munich, pp. 54, 56, No. 40. 
	
Boston, Museum of Fine Arts (MFA) –  
	
No. 48 (pls. L, LXIII) 
 
* Boston MFA 1978.542927  
 
 Head of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: H = 11.5 cm; W = 7.5 cm  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Heads: Group 3 
 
The museum purchased this object from Charles D. Kelekian, New York in 1978, by means of the 
Helen and Alice Colburn Fund. Polz left this head unclassified, while Connor has included it with 
his Humanizing Style (Nemtyhotep). The heads of Group 3 consist of two limestone examples 
(Bonhams 2003 and Boston MFA 1978.54) and a possible third head in ophicalcite that has 
similar features (Munich ÄS 6762).  
 
Description of MFA 1978.54: 
Facial fragment of Amenemhet III wearing the nemes headdress; paint survives on the eyebrows 
and eyes and the philtrum is slightly off center. The limestone examples of Group 3 have full 
faces and smooth, less emphasized features; their lips are full and straight across. In the case of 
                                                             
2927 I would like to thank the staff of the Boston, Museum of Fine Arts, Boston for providing me with the 
opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
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the Boston example, the nemes is smooth. These two facial fragments are too small to draw any 
other conclusions.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 367, pls. 203, 208, 216; Connor, “The Statue of the 
Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 61; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 238 n. 68; 
PM VIII, 800-493-350. 
	
Cairo, Egyptian Museum –  
 
No. 49 (pls. XL-XLI, LXV) 
 
* Cairo CG 3922928  
 
Nilotic Dyad  
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 160 cm; W = 70 cm; L/Depth = 80 cm2929 
Provenance: Tanis, Great Temple of Amun (original provenance unknown) 
Comments: “Tanis” Series 
 
The “Tanis” Series includes at least eight maned-sphinxes (Cairo CG 393, Cairo CG 394, Cairo CG 
530+1243[1], Cairo CG 1243[2], Cairo JE 37468, Cairo JE 37469, Cairo RT 8/2/21/3, and Cairo RT 
8/2/21/4) and at least two Nilotic dyads (Cairo CG 392, Cairo CG 531, Rome 8607). Excavators 
discovered the objects in this series, formerly a part of the group termed the Hyksos 
Monuments, at Tanis, but they were all originally installed elsewhere.2930 I have grouped these 
objects together as a geographic series based on certain stylistic features that indicate that they 
all may have come from the same workshop and therefore, may have been installed at the same 
site.  
 
Both of the preserved Nilotic Dyads depict two royal figures that bear offerings that represent 
the gifts of the Nile. This example is one of a series of dyads discovered at Tanis. The presence of 
a uraeus on the example from Rome confirms that the figures are royal, and their facial features 
have aided in further refining their date. Polz placed these dyads in her Realistic Group 2 and 
Connor in his Colossal Series/Monumental Style (Diss.), Expressive Style (Nemtyhotep); 
however, it is most likely that the figures represent coregents. Mariette uncovered this statue in 
1861 for the Egyptian Antiquities Service. 
 
Description: 
The statues in this series have very round faces with broad flat planes and strongly articulated 
features including heavy eyelids, bags under the eyes, deep nasolabial folds, down-turned 
mouths with accentuated musculature, and very well-defined chins; the style is similar in many 
                                                             
2928 Alternate numbers include: JE 18221, JE 37473, SR 3/9963, and GEM 1696 
2929 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2930 A discussion of the historiography of this group appears in Section 5.1.1. 
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ways to the Later Style of Senwosret III. The musculature of the bodies of the figures in the 
dyads is highly emphasized; they have very prominent pectorals, a nipped in waist, a well-
articulated abdominal area, and a ventral furrow that runs the length of the torso, further 
defining the king’s very athletic physique. The bodies of the sphinxes are similarly detailed. 
 
The Nilotic Dyads depict two royal figures that carry offerings of fish and plants. The figures have 
a distinctive wig and beard style.  The wig, while unique in the royal sphere, has parallels in the 
private art of the Early Dynasty period.2931 A figure from Hierakonpolis (Cairo JE 32159) wears a 
shorter version and has a similar beard style; he is depicted as kneeling, possibly in supplication 
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“The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” pp. 13-28, pl. II[1]; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, pp. 58, 88; 
Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” pp. 116-118, 122, 123, 124, pl. XIXb; 
Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered,” pp. 79-92; Hamann, Agptische 
Kunst, Wesen und Geschichte, p. 179, fig. 184; Hirsche, “Zur Kultpolitik der 12. Dynastie,” p. 46; 
Hornemann, Types of Ancient Egyptian Statuary IV, No. 1104-1107; Leibovitch, “Gods of 
Agriculture and Welfare,” pp. 110-112, fig. 23-24; Mariette and de Rouge, Revue Archeologique, 
pp. 297-305; Maspero, Guide du Visiteur, p. 71, no. 123; Maspero, Histoire générale de l’art, 
Égypte, pp. 201-202, fig. 374 (called Ramesside); Maspero, Essais sur l’art égypien, pp. 14-15 
(Ramesside); Maspero and Roeder, Führer durch das ägyptische Museum zu Kairo, p. 44 no. 270, 
pl. 20b; Michalowski, L’art de l’ancienne Égypte, pp. 380, 449, Cat. 326; Montet, Les enigmes de 
Tanis, pp. 56, 59-61; Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt Transformed, pp. 294-299, fig. 113; 
Perrot and Chipiez, A History of Art in Ancient Egypt II, pp. 230, 233, fig. 210-211; Pijoan, Summa 
Artis, vol. III, pp. 224-226, fig. 300 and 301 (dated to Hyksos); Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III 
und Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 n. 24, 235 n. 51, 237 n. 67; Saleh and Sourouzian. Official 
Catalogue, Cat. 104; Vandersleyen, Das Alte Agypten, p. 238, pl. 166; Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 
203, 208, pl. LXIX.2-4; Vittozzi, “Amenemhat III a Roma,” pp. 54-56, fig. 7; Weigall, Ancient 
Egyptian Works of Art, p. 104; Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, p. 213, figs. 185 and 186; 
Wildung, Sesostris und Amenemhet, pp. 212 figs. 185 and 186, 213; Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, 
pp. 330 fig. 269, 331-332. 
	
No. 50 (pls. XXXIX, XLI, XLIV, LXV) 
 
                                                             
2931 Freed, “Another Look,” pp. 115-116.  
2932 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 115. 
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* Cairo CG 3932933  
 
 Maned-Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite, traces of brown paint at right temple 
Measurements: H = 164 cm; W = 76 cm; L/Depth = 233 cm 
Provenance: Tanis, Great Temple of Amun (original provenance unknown) 
Comments: “Tanis” Series; Maned-Sphinx Group (granodiorite sub-group) 
 
The “Tanis” Series includes at least eight maned-sphinxes (Cairo CG 393, Cairo CG 394, Cairo CG 
530+1243[1], Cairo CG 1243[2], Cairo JE 37468, Cairo JE 37469, Cairo RT 8/2/21/3, and Cairo RT 
8/2/21/4) and at least two Nilotic dyads (Cairo CG 392, Cairo CG 531, Rome 8607). Excavators 
discovered the objects in this series, formerly a part of the group termed the Hyksos 
Monuments, at Tanis, but they were originally installed elsewhere.2934 I have grouped them here 
as a geographic series based on certain stylistic features that indicate that they may have come 
from the same workshop and therefore, may have been installed at the same site. Mariette 
uncovered this statue in 1861 for the Egyptian Antiquities Service. 
 
This sphinx is also part of a large group of maned-sphinxes dated stylistically to Amenemhet III 
that includes: Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, 
RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4 as well as Munich ÄS 7132 and 7133, and London BM EA 65506. I 
have further sub-divided these sphinxes based on material into the granodiorite sub-group, the 




Maned-sphinx of Amenemhet III set atop a large rectangular pedestal. Nehesy, Ramses II, 
Merenptah, and Psusennes I all usurped this statue, which altered the shape of its base and its 
inscriptions. Like the other members of the “Tanis” Series and the group of maned-sphinxes, this 
image has broad facial planes with very bold features. Further, Habachi has identified Cairo CG 
393 as a youthful representation, one that would likely have depicted the junior coregent.2935 
Although none of the original inscriptions survive, evidence from other deported statues found 
at Tanis indicates that the objects may have originally come from Memphis.2936  
 
Bibliography:	
Aldred, “Plastik,” p. 216; Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, pl. 25-26 and text; Bongioanni 
and Croce, The Treasures of Ancient Egypt, pp. 92, 120-121; Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten 
II, pp. 11-12, pl. 63[393]; British Museum, A Guide to the Egyptian Collection (1909), p. 218; 
Cairo Museum, A Brief Description of the Principal Monuments, p. 37, No. 507; Connor, Images 
du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 363, pls. 203, 207-208, 210, 213-215; Connor, “The Statue of the 
Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 60, 62-63; Daressy, “L’Art Tanite,” pp. 171-173; Deveria, “Lettre à M. 
                                                             
2933 Alternate numbers include: JE 15210 and SR 3/9971 
2934 A discussion of the historiography of this group appears in Section 5.1.1. 
2935 Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered,” pp. 79-92. 
2936 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 235 n. 54. 
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Auguste Mariette,” pp. 249-261; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, Sphinx Appendix 43, pp. 14 n. 45, 16 n. 
51, 58 n. 278, 67, 89, pl. 90c; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” p. 123; 
Freed, “Defending Connoisseurship,” p. 87 n. 55; Golenischeff, “Amenahā III et les Sphinx de 
San,” pp. 131-136; Grimm et al., Pharao, p. 65; Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments 
Reconsidered,” pp. 79-92; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 
137, 159; Hornemann, Types of Ancient Egyptian Statuary VI, No. 1524; Jørgensen, “Det Sorte 
Kongehobede,” pp. 12, 22, 24, fig. 7; Lange, Sesostris, p. 51, pl. 46; Lange and Hirmer, Egypt: 
Architecture, Sculpture, Painting, p. 313, fig. 110; Capart, Les Monuments dits Hycsos, fig. 1; 
Mariette, Revue Archeologique, pp. 97-111; Mariette and Rouge, Revue Archeologique, pp. 297-
305; Mariette, Notice des Principaux Monuments, p. 278, no. 11-13; Maspero, Guide du Visiteur 
au Musée du Caire, pp. 57-58, no. 134-135; Maspero, Guide du Visiteur, pp. 64-65, no. 106-107; 
Maspero, Guide du Visiteur au Musée du Caire, pp. 57-58 no. 134; Maspero, Essais sur l’art 
égypien, p. 14; Maspero, Guide to the Cairo Museum, pp. 104-105, No. 272; Maspero, 
L’Archéologie égyptienne, p. 221, fig. 203; Maspero, Le Musee Egyptien II, pp. 43-45; Meyer, 
Geschischte des Altertums, p. 293; Michalowski, L’art de l’ancienne Égypte, p. 211, Cat. 85, 380, 
449, Cat. 327; Montet, Les enigmes de Tanis, pp. 55-56, 58-59, pl. VII; Moret, La Nil et la 
civilization egyptienne, pl. XI[1] (dated to OK); Müller et al. (eds.), 5000 Jahre Ägyptische Kunst, 
p. 50; Nack, Ägypten und der vordere Orient im Altertum, p. 111; Oppenheim et al. (eds.), 
Ancient Egypt Transformed, pp. 294-299; Perrot and Chipiez, A History of Art in Ancient Egypt II, 
p. 230, fig. 208; Polz, ‘Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 n. 24, 235 n. 51, 
237 n. 67; Schaeffer, “Les fouilles de Minet-el-Beida et de Ras-Shamra: Quatrieme campagne,” 
p. 120; Schoske, “Ein Mähnensphinx Amenemhets III,” p. 359; Sourouzian, “Seth fils de Nout,” p. 
348; Steindorff, Die Kunst der Agypter, pp. 65, 202; Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 204-213, pl. LXVII.4; 
Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 103; Wildung, Die Kunst des alten Ägypten, p. 106, fig. 
32.  
 
No. 51 (pls. XXXIX, XLI, XLIV, LXV) 
 
* Cairo CG 3942937  
 
 Maned-Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite, traces of paint 
Measurements: H = 143 cm; W = 75 cm; L/Depth = 236 cm2938  
Provenance: Tanis, Great Temple of Amun (original provenance unknown) 
Comments: “Tanis” Series; Maned-Sphinx Group (granodiorite sub-group) 
 
The “Tanis” Series includes at least eight maned-sphinxes (Cairo CG 393, CG 394, CG 
530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4) and at least two 
Nilotic dyads (Cairo CG 392, Cairo CG 531, Rome 8607). Excavators discovered the objects in this 
series, formerly a part of the group termed the Hyksos Monuments, at Tanis; they were all 
originally installed elsewhere.2939 I have grouped them here as a geographic series based on 
                                                             
2937 Alternate numbers include: JE 15211 and SR 3/9980 
2938 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2939 A discussion of the historiography of this group appears in Section 5.1.1. 
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certain stylistic features that indicate that they may have come from the same workshop and 
therefore, may have been installed at the same site. Mariette uncovered this statue in 1861 for 
the Egyptian Antiquities Service. 
 
This sphinx is also part of a large group of maned-sphinxes dated stylistically to Amenemhet III 
that includes: Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, 
RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4 as well as Munich ÄS 7132 and 7133, and London BM EA 65506. I 
have further subdivided these sphinxes based on material into the granodiorite sub-group, the 




Maned-sphinx of Amenemhet III set atop a large rectangular pedestal; subsequent re-use has 
altered the shape of its base and inscriptions. Like the other members of the “Tanis” Series and 
the group of maned-sphinxes, this image has broad facial planes with very bold features. 
Further, Habachi has identified Cairo CG 394 as a youthful representation, one that would likely 
have depicted the junior coregent.2940  
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, Middle Kingdom Art, pp. 27, 54-55, pl. 77 and 78; Aldred, “Plastik,” p. 216; Borchardt, 
Statuen und Statuetten II, pp. 12-13, pl. 64[394]; British Museum, A Guide to the Egyptian 
Collection (1909), p. 218; Borchardt, Kunstwerke aus dem agyptischen Museum zu Cairo, pp. 5-6, 
Cat. 7; Boreux, L’Art Égyptien, pp. 24, 59, pl. XXXI; Breasted, Geschichte Ägyptens, p. 138, fig. 
105-106; Buschor, Das Porträt, pp. 67, 69, fig. 43; Byvanck, De kunst der oudheid, pl. XXVII (96); 
Cairo Museum, A Brief Description of the Principal Monuments, p. 37, No. 507; Capart, L’Art 
Égyptien I, p. 19, No. 39, pl. 39; Capart, L’Art Égyptien II, p. 40, No. 133, pl. 133; Capart, Les 
Monuments dits Hycsos, figs. 5[right], 26, and 27; Cartocci, Ancient Egyptian Art, p. 113; Connor, 
Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 363, pls. 203, 207-208, 210, 213; Connor, “The Statue of the 
Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 60, 62-63; Daressy, “L’Art Tanite,” pp. 171-173; Deveria, “Lettre à M. 
Auguste Mariette,” pp. 249-261; Donadoni, Arte egizia, p. 69, fig. 82; Drioton, Art Egyptien, pp. 
49-50, fig. 40; Driotion and Bourguet, Les pharaons, p. 184, fig. 43; El-Shahawy and Atiya, The 
Egyptian Museum in Cairo, pp. 116-117, Cat. 72; Engelbach, “The So-Called Hyksos 
Monuments,” pp. 13-28, pl. I[3]; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, Sphinx Appendix 44, pp. 16 n. 51, 58 n. 
278, 67, 89, pl. 91b; Fay, “Missing Parts,” pp. 98-99, fig. 2; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture 
of Amenemhat III,” p. 123; Freed, “Defending Connoisseurship,” p. 87 n. 55; Golenischeff, 
“Amenahā III et les Sphinx de San,” pp. 131-136, pl. II-IV; Grimm et al., Pharao, p. 65; Donadoni, 
Beruhmte Museum, pp. 66-67; Donadoni, Egyptian Museum Cairo, pp. 74-75; Habachi, “The So-
Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered,” pp. 79-92; XXIVb, XXVb; Hamann, Agptische Kunst, 
Wesen und Geschichte, pp. 176-177, fig. 180-181; Harris, J.R. Egyptian Art. London: Spring Arts, 
1966, p. 37, pl. 19; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 137, 159; 
Jørgensen, “Det Sorte Kongehobede,” pp. 12, 22, 24, fig. 7; Jørgensen, “The Black Head of a 
King,” p. 470, fig. 3; Lange, Sesostris, p. 51, pl. 47-48; Lange and Hirmer, Egypt: Architecture, 
Sculpture, Painting, p. 313, fig. 111; Lundsgaard, Ægypten, pp. 146-147, fig. 26; Malek, Egypt: 
4000 Years of Art, pp. 118-119; Mariette, Notice des Principaux Monuments, p. 278, no. 11-13; 
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Mariette, Revue Archeologique (1861), pp. 97-111; Mariette de Rouge, Revue Archeologique 
(1862), pp. 297-305; Maspero, Essais sur l’art égypien, p. 14; Maspero, Guide du Visiteur au 
Musée du Caire, pp. 57-58 no. 135; Maspero, Guide du Visiteur, pp. 64-65, no. 106-107; 
Maspero, Guide du Visiteur au Musée du Caire, pp. 57-58, no. 134-135; Maspero, Guide to the 
Cairo Museum, pp. 104-105, fig. 21, No. 272; Maspero, Histoire ancienne des peuples I, pp. 502-
503; Maspero, Histoire générale de l’art, Égypte, pp. 120, 123-124, fig. 216; Maspero, Le Musee 
Egyptien II, pp. 43-45; Maspero and Roeder, Führer durch das ägyptische Museum zu Kairo, p. 43 
no. 272, pl. 19; Meyer, Geschischte des Altertums, p. 293; Michalowski, L’art de l’ancienne 
Égypte, pp. 380, 449, Cat. 325; Montet, Les enigmes de Tanis, pp. 55-56, 58-59, pl. VII; Müller, 
Ägyptische Kunst, p. 28, fig. 78-79; Russmann, Egyptian Sculpture: Cairo and Luxor, p. 65, fig. 28; 
Müller et al. (eds.), 5000 Jahre Ägyptische Kunst, p. 50; Murray, Egyptian Sculpture, p. 79, pl. 
XVI[1]; Murray, The Splendour that was Egypt, pl. LVII, LVIII; Nack, Ägypten und der vordere 
Orient im Altertum: Länder und Völker zwischen Nil und Euphrat, p. 111; Oppenheim et al. (eds.), 
Ancient Egypt Transformed, pp. 294-299, fig. 112; Petrie, Arts and Crafts, fig. 34 (called ‘Foreign 
Style’); Perrot and Chipiez, A History of Art in Ancient Egypt II, p. 230, fig. 209; Pijoan, Summa 
Artis, vol. III, p. 227, pl. IX (dated to Hyksos); Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets 
III,” pp. 231 n. 24, 235 n. 51, Pl. 50b, 237 n. 67; Poulsen, Ägyptische Kunst I, pp. 29, 80; Ranke, 
The Art of Ancient Egypt, p. 16, fig. 105-106; Ross (ed), The Art of Egypt through the Ages, pp. 
22, 132; Saleh and Sourouzian, Official Catalogue, Cat. 102; Schaeffer, “Les fouilles de Minet-el-
Beida et de Ras-Shamra,” p. 120; Schoske, “Ein Mähnensphinx Amenemhets III,” p. 359; 
Sourouzian, “Seth fils de Nout,” p. 348; Spiegelberg, Gesichichte der Ägyptischen Kunst, pp. 34-
35, fig. 34; Vandersleyen, Das Alte Agypten, p. 237, pl. 163; Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 204-213, pl. 
LXVIII.3; Warmenbol, Sphinx, pp. 98, 103, fig. 5; Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, pp. 102-
103; Westendorf, Das Alte Ägypten, p. 95; Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, p. 199, fig. 174; 
Wildung, “Looking back into the future,” p. 65, fig. 4.5; Wildung, Sesostris und Amenemhet, p. 
199 fig. 174; Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, pp. 328 fig. 267, 329 fig. 268, 330-331.  
 
No. 52 (pls. XLVII, LXIV) 
 
* Cairo CG 4872941 
 
 Head of a King 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 8.5 cm2942 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Heads: Group 1 
 
Both Polz and Connor (Diss., Nemtyhotep) have included this head, but left it unclassified. I have 
placed it in my Heads: Group 1, which includes the following five examples: Cairo CG 487 and 
488, Cambridge E.2.1946, New York MMA 29.100.150, and Moscow 4757. The heads in this 
group have distinctive facial features that include large almond shaped eyes with a beaded 
upper eyelid and two lines that come out from the inner canthi to form a small bag under the 
                                                             
2941 Alternate numbers include: SR 3/9832 
2942 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
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eye. They have a straight nose with a very broad tip, and a small notch in the lower lip that 
divides the lip in half; all wear the nemes headdress. None of the heads have a known 
provenance, but it is possible that the lower lip is a workshop trait. 
 
Description: 
Head of Amenemhet III wearing the nemes headdress, preserved to the neck. Displays the 
characteristic style of the Heads: Group 1. 
 
Bibliography: 
Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten II, pp. 65-66, pl. 81 [487]; Cartocci, Ancient Egyptian Art, p. 
110 (Called Senwosret III); Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 368, pls. 203, 207-208, 219; 
Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 238 n. 68; PM VIII, 800-493-400; 
Vandier, Maneul III, p. 190 (with Senwosret III). 
	
No. 53 (pls. XLVII, LXIV) 
 
Cairo CG 4882943 
 
 Head of a King 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 11.52944 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Heads: Group 1 
 
Vandier grouped this head with his Theban School because of its realistic style.2945 Both Polz and 
Connor (Nemtyhotep) have included this head and left it unclassified. I have placed this with the 
Heads: Group 1, which includes the following five examples: Cairo CG 487 and 488, Cambridge 
E.2.1946, New York MMA 29.100.150, and Moscow 4757. The heads in this group have 
distinctive facial features that include large almond shaped eyes with a beaded upper eyelid and 
two lines that come out from the inner canthi to form a small bag under the eye. They have a 
straight nose with a very broad tip, and a small notch in the lower lip that divides the lip in half; 
all wear the nemes headdress. None of the heads have a known provenance, but it is possible 
that the lower lip is a workshop trait. 
 
Description: 
Head of Amenemhet III wearing the nemes headdress; preserved to the neck. This head is most 
similar to Cairo CG 487, but is much more damaged. The right side of the head is missing.  
 
Bibliography: 
Borchardt, Statuen II, p. 66; PM VIII, 800-493-401; Vandier, Manuel III, p. 589, pl. lxvii[1]). 
 
                                                             
2943 Alternate numbers include: SR 3/9579 and GEM 1378 
2944 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2945 Vandier, Maneul III, p. 201. 
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No. 54 (pls. XXXIX, XLI, XLIV, LXV) 
 
* Cairo CG 530 + CG 1243[1]2946  
 
 Maned-Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 156 cm; W = 76 cm; L/Depth = 226 cm2947 
Provenance: Tanis, Great Temple of Amun (original provenance unknown) 
Comments: “Tanis” Series; Maned-Sphinx Group (granodiorite sub-group) 
 
The “Tanis” Series includes at least eight maned-sphinxes (Cairo CG 393, CG 394, CG 
530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4) and at least two 
Nilotic dyads (Cairo CG 392, Cairo CG 531, Rome 8607). Excavators discovered the objects in this 
series, formerly a part of the group termed the Hyksos Monuments, at Tanis, but all were 
originally installed elsewhere.2948 I have grouped them here as a geographic series based on 
certain stylistic features that indicate that they may have come from the same workshop and 
therefore, may have been installed at the same site. Mariette uncovered this statue in 1861 for 
the Egyptian Antiquities Service. 
 
This sphinx is also part of a large group of maned-sphinxes dated stylistically to Amenemhet III 
that includes: Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, 
RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4 as well as Munich ÄS 7132 and 7133, and London BM EA 65506. I 
have further subdivided these sphinxes based on material into the granodiorite sub-group, the 




Maned-sphinx with damage to right side of the face and forepaws. Subsequent re-use has 
altered the shape of its base and the original inscriptions. Like the other members of the “Tanis” 
Series and the group of maned-sphinxes this image has broad facial planes with very bold 
features. Further, Habachi has identified this sphinx as an older representation, one that would 
likely have depicted the senior coregent.2949 
 
Bibliography: 
Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten II, p. 83, pl. 89[530]; British Museum, A Guide to the Egyptian 
Collection (1909), p. 218; Cairo Museum, A Brief Description of the Principal Monuments, p. 37, 
No. 507; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 363, pls. 203, 207-208, 210, 213; Connor, “The 
Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 60, 62-63; Daressy, “L’Art Tanite,” pp. 171-173; Fay, The 
Louvre Sphinx, Sphinx Appendix 45, pp. 16 n. 51, 58 n. 278, 67, 89, pl. 91a; Freed, “Another Look 
at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” p. 123; Freed, “Defending Connoisseurship,” p. 87 n. 55; 
                                                             
2946 Alternate numbers include: JE 15212, SR 3/9902, and GEM 1380 
2947 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2948 A discussion of the historiography of this group appears in Section 5.1.1. 
2949 Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered,” pp. 79-92. 
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Golenischeff, “Amenahā III et les Sphinx de San,” pp. 131-135; Grimm et al., Pharao, p. 65; 
Meyer, Geschischte des Altertums, p. 293; Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments 
Reconsidered,” pp. 79-92, pl. XXIVa; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. 
Dynastie, pp. 137, 159; Jørgensen, “Det Sorte Kongehobede,” pp. 12, 22, 24, fig. 7; Mariette, 
Notice des Principaux Monuments, p. 278, no. 11-13; Mariette, Revue Archeologique (1861), pp. 
97-111; Mariette and de Rouge, Revue Archeologique (1862), pp. 297-305; Maspero, Guide to 
the Cairo Museum, pp. 104-105, No. 272; Maspero, Le Musee Egyptien II, pp. 43-45; Müller et al. 
(eds.), 5000 Jahre Ägyptische Kunst, p. 50; Montet, Les enigmes de Tanis, pp. 55-56, 58-59, pl. 
VII; Nack, Ägypten und der vordere Orient im Altertum, p. 111; Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient 
Egypt Transformed, pp. 294-299; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 
n. 24 and 25, 235 n. 51, 237 n. 67, 238 n. 68, p. 50d; Schaeffer, ‘Les fouilles de Minet-el-Beida et 
de Ras-Shamra,” p. 120; Schoske, “Ein Mähnensphinx Amenemhets III,” p. 359; Sourouzian, 
“Seth fils de Nout,” p. 348; Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 204-213, pl. LXVII.5. 
 
No. 55 (pls. XL-XLI) 
 
Cairo CG 531 
 
 Fragments from a Nilotic Dyad 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 0.30 m2950  
Provenance: Tanis, Great Temple of Amun (original provenance unknown) 
Comments: “Tanis” Series 
 
The “Tanis” Series includes at least eight maned-sphinxes (Cairo CG 393, CG 394, CG 
530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4) and at least two 
Nilotic dyads (Cairo CG 392, Cairo CG 531, Rome 8607). Excavators uncovered the objects in this 
series, formerly a part of the group termed the Hyksos Monuments, at Tanis, but all were 
originally installed elsewhere.2951 I have grouped them here as a geographic series based on 
certain stylistic features that indicate that they may have come from the same workshop and 
therefore, may have been installed at the same site. 
 
This series of dyads come from Tanis and both depict two royal figures that bear the gifts of the 
Nile. The presence of a uraeus on the dyad from Rome identifies the figures as royal and their 
facial features have aided scholars in refining their date. Polz placed these dyads in her Realistic 
Group 2 and Connor in his Colossal Series/Monumental Style (Diss.), Expressive Style 




The statues in the “Tanis” series have very round faces with broad flat planes and strongly 
articulated features including heavy eyelids, bags under the eyes, deep nasolabial folds, a down-
                                                             
2950 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2951 A discussion of the historiography of this group appears in Section 5.1.1. 
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turned mouth with accentuated musculature, and a very well-defined chin; the style is similar in 
many ways to the Later Style of Senwosret III. The musculature of the bodies of the figures in 
the dyads is highly emphasized; they have very prominent pectorals, a nipped in waist, a well-
articulated abdominal area, and a ventral furrow that runs the length of the torso, further 
defining the king’s very athletic physique; the bodies of the sphinxes are similarly detailed. 
 
The series of Nilotic Dyads depict two royal figures that bear offerings of fish and plants. The 
figures have a distinctive wig and beard style.  For more on the form and style of these dyads 
see above, Cat. No. 49. 
 
Bibliography: 
Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten II, p. 83, pl. 89[531]; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 
360, pl. 204; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 59 n. 16; Freed, “Another 
Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” pp. 116-118, 123; Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos 
Monuments Reconsidered,” pp. 79-92; Leibovitch, “Gods of Agriculture and Welfare,” pp. 111-
112, figs. 25-26; Mariette and de Rouge, Revue Archeologique (1862), pp. 297-305; Vandier, 
Maneul III, p. 208; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 238 n. 69. 
 
No. 56 (pls. XXXIX, XLI, XLIV, LXV) 
 
* Cairo CG 1243[2]2952  
 
 Maned-Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 150; W = 71 cm; L/Depth = 234 cm2953 
Provenance: Tanis, Great Temple of Amun (original provenance unknown) 
Comments: “Tanis” Series; Maned-Sphinx Group (granodiorite sub-group) 
 
The “Tanis” Series includes at least eight maned-sphinxes (Cairo CG 393, CG 394, CG 
530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4) and at least two 
Nilotic dyads (Cairo CG 392, Cairo CG 531, Rome 8607). Archaeologists discovered the objects in 
this series, formerly a part of the group termed the Hyksos Monuments, at Tanis, but all were 
originally installed elsewhere.2954 I have grouped them here as a geographic series based on 
certain stylistic features that indicate that they may have come from the same workshop and 
therefore, may have been installed at the same site. Mariette uncovered this statue in 1861 for 
the Egyptian Antiquities Service. 
 
This sphinx is also part of a large group of maned-sphinxes dated stylistically to Amenemhet III 
that includes: Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, 
RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4 as well as Munich ÄS 7132 and 7133, and London BM EA 65506. I 
have further subdivided these sphinxes based on material into the granodiorite sub-group, the 
                                                             
2952 Alternate numbers include: JE 15213, SR 3/9966, and GEM 1381 
2953 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2954 A discussion of the historiography of this group appears in Section 5.1.1. 
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limestone sub-group, and the outliers. Excavated examples come from Elkab, Tanis, and 
Bubastis. Further, I would like to mention here the existence of three additional maned-sphinx 
fragments from Tanis, Cairo CG 1243[3-5].2955 I have chosen not to assign these three fragments 




Maned-sphinx with damage to nose, beard, left front paw, and posterior. Subsequent re-use has 
altered the shape of its base and its original inscriptions. Like the other members of the “Tanis” 
Series and the group of maned-sphinxes, this image has broad facial planes with very bold 
features. Habachi has identified this sphinx as an older representation, one that would likely 
have depicted the senior coregent.2956 The lines drawing down from the inner corners of the 
eyes and the nasolabial folds are very deeply cut and the eyes themselves also appear more 
accentuated than the more youthful examples.  
 
Bibliography: 
Borchardt, Statuen und Statuetten II, p. 83, pl. 89[530]; British Museum, A Guide to the Egyptian 
Collection (1909), p. 218; Cairo Museum, A Brief Description of the Principal Monuments, p. 37, 
No. 507; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 363, pls. 203, 207-208, 210, 213; Connor, “The 
Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 60, 62-63; Daressy, “L’Art Tanite,” pp. 171-173; Fay, The 
Louvre Sphinx, Sphinx Appendix 45, pp. 16 n. 51, 58 n. 278, 67, 89, pl. 91a; Freed, “Another Look 
at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” p. 123; Freed, “Defending Connoisseurship,” p. 87 n. 55; 
Golenischeff, “Amenahā III et les Sphinx de San,” pp. 131-135; Grimm et al., Pharao, p. 65; 
Meyer, Geschischte des Altertums, p. 293; Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments 
Reconsidered,” pp. 79-92, pl. XXIVa; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. 
Dynastie, pp. 137, 159; Jørgensen, “Det Sorte Kongehobede,” pp. 12, 22, 24, fig. 7; Mariette, 
Notice des Principaux Monuments, p. 278, no. 11-13; Mariette, Revue Archeologique (1861), pp. 
97-111; Mariette and de Rouge, Revue Archeologique (1862), pp. 297-305; Maspero, Guide to 
the Cairo Museum, pp. 104-105, No. 272; Maspero, Le Musee Egyptien II, pp. 43-45; Müller et al. 
(eds.), 5000 Jahre Ägyptische Kunst, p. 50; Montet, Les enigmes de Tanis, pp. 55-56, 58-59, pl. 
VII; Nack, Ägypten und der vordere Orient im Altertum, p. 111; Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient 
Egypt Transformed, pp. 294-299; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 
n. 24 and 25, 235 n. 51, 237 n. 67, 238 n. 68, p. 50d; Schaeffer, ‘Les fouilles de Minet-el-Beida et 
de Ras-Shamra,” p. 120; Schoske, “Ein Mähnensphinx Amenemhets III,” p. 359; Sourouzian, 
“Seth fils de Nout,” p. 348; Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 204-213, pl. LXVII.5. 
 
No. 57  
 
* Cairo RT 8/2/21/42957  
 
 Fragment from a Maned-Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
                                                             
2955 Alternate numbers include: RT 6/11/35/2-4 and SR 8V/855a-c 
2956 Habachi, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered,” pp. 79-92. 




Measurements: H = 150 cm; W = 84 cm; L/Depth = 1642958 
Provenance: Tanis, Great Temple of Amun (original provenance unknown) 
Comments: “Tanis” Series; Maned-Sphinx Group (granodiorite sub-group) 
 
The “Tanis” Series includes at least eight maned-sphinxes (Cairo CG 393, CG 394, CG 
530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4) and at least two 
Nilotic dyads (Cairo CG 392, Cairo CG 531, Rome 8607). Archaeologists discovered the objects in 
this series, formerly a part of the group termed the Hyksos Monuments, at Tanis, but all were 
originally installed elsewhere.2959 I have grouped them here as a geographic series based on 
certain stylistic features that indicate that they may have come from the same workshop and 
therefore, may have been installed at the same site. 
 
This sphinx is also part of a large group of maned-sphinxes dated stylistically to Amenemhet III 
that includes: Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, 
RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4 as well as Munich ÄS 7132 and 7133, and London BM EA 65506. I 
have further subdivided these sphinxes based on material into the granodiorite sub-group, the 




Fragment of a maned-sphinx from Tanis usurped by Merenptah. The face of this example is 
damaged, and the forelegs and front of the base are missing.  
 
Bibliography: 
Hill, “The Later Life,” p. 297; Sourouzian, “Seth fils de Nout,” pp. 348-349. 
 
No. 58 (pls. XLVIII, LXIV) 
 
* Cairo RT 13/4/22/92960  
 
 Head of Amenemhet III wearing a Feather Crown 
 
Material: Greywacke 
Measurements: H = 12 cm2961 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Heads: Group 2a 
 
Fischer has highlighted the royal nature of this head, whose crown displays a uraeus and whose 
face lacks a divine beard; however, Evers proposed that it depicted the god Amun with the 
                                                             
2958 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
2959 A discussion of the historiography of this group appears in Section 5.1.1. 
2960 Alternative numbers include: SR 3/9825 
2961 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
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features of Amenemhet III.2962  Vandier also believed the head depicted the god and has likened 
it to the head from Kom el-Hisn.2963  Polz placed this piece in her Realistic Style as an outlier, 
Freed in her Innovative Group under the sub-heading of Amenemhet III as Omnipotent King, and 
Connor in his Greywacke Group (Diss), Humanizing Style (Nemtyhotep). I have chosen, like 




Head of Amenemhet III with the iconography of the god Amun. This is the first three-
dimensional representation of this crown, which appears in relief for the first time under 
Mentuhotep II.2964 Philadelphia E 6632 also wears the same crown and it appears in relief at 
Hawara, on a depiction of the king; the presence of a uraeus confirms his royal identity.2965  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 361, 363, 365, pls. 203, 207-208, 211-212; Connor, 
“The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 59-61, n. 24; Fischer, “Two iconographic 
questions,” pp. 138-139, fig. 5a-b; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” p. 
112, pl. XVIIIa; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 114; Müller, 
Ägyptische Kunst, p. 28, fig. 80; Müller, “Die Königsplastik des Mittleren Reiches,” p. 39; Polz, 
“Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 n. 24, 238 n. 68, 239 n. 72; Ross (ed.), 
The Art of Egypt through the Ages, pp. 22, 132; Russmann, Egyptian Sculpture: Cairo and Luxor, 
pp. 68-69, fig. 30 (she says it is a god); Vandier, Maneul III, pl. LXVII.2; Wildung, L’Age d’or de 
l’Egypte, fig. 61; Wildung, Sesostris und Amenemhet, p. 68 fig. 61. 
	
No. 59  
 
* Cairo RT 22/9/25/32966  
 
 Head of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 11 cm2967 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Heads: Group 2b 
 
                                                             
2962 Fischer, “Two iconographic questions,” p. 138. 
2963 Vandier, Maneul III, p. 201. 
2964 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 112.  
2965 Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 59. 
2966 Alternative numbers include: SR 3/9854 
2967 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
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The heads of Group 2b are comprised of serpentine, diorite and granodiorite respectively, but 
are very similar to those executed in greywacke, with the exception of their upper eyelids.2968 
This designation is not meant to imply that all three examples were carved in the same 
workshop, but to show a continuity of style that is present in many cases across the divisions of 
material or find spot. Berlin 11348 is the best-preserved example of this style; the presence of 
the amulet necklace of Senwosret III indicates that it may come from their period of coregency. 
 
Description: 
Head of Amenemhet III wearing the nemes headdress; the nose, mouth, chin, and nemes are 
damaged. The king’s face is full, and his chin is slightly forward. He has heavy upper eyelids, 
rimmed lower lids, and modeled eyebrows. The corners of his mouth are turned down, his 





Cambridge, Fitzwilliam Museum –  
	
No. 60 (pls. XLVII, LXIV) 
 
* Fitzwilliam E.2.19462969  
 
 Head and Shoulders of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Dark Shelly Limestone 
Measurements: H = 11.6 cm; W = 14.3 cm 
Provenance: Unknown, possibly Aswan 
Comments: Heads: Group 1 
 
Sir Francis Grenfell discovered this head at Qubbet el-Hawa; however, the exact circumstances 
of its discovery remain somewhat unclear.2970 In 1918, Grenfell stated that during his 1886 
excavations he uncovered a seated statue that was broken apart except for the bust; the statue 
came from a looted 12th Dynasty tomb. In 1887, Budge also referenced a similar statue found in 
Tomb no. 28 at Qubbet el-Hawa (the tomb of Heqaib), which was in the possession of Sir 
Edward Malet; unfortunately, Malet had no such statue and had left Egypt prior to the 
excavations. Franke’s work tracing the history of the statue has revealed additional 
complications; however, it is most probable that the statue was discovered in early 1886 in the 
                                                             
2968 This group includes four main examples: Berlin 11348 (serpentine), Cairo RT 22/9/25/3 (granodiorite), 
London UC14363 (diorite), and MMA 24.7.1 (granodiorite), as well as two possible additions: Philadelphia 
E6623 (too small to fully classify) and Hermitage 729 (mouth differs slightly). 
2969 I would like to thank the staff of the Fitzwilliam Museum at Cambridge for providing me with the 
opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
2970 The following derives from Franke, who has discussed the history of this statue in detail in: D. Franke, 
“Der Fundort der Statue Amenemhets III. auf der Qubbet el-Hawa, oder: Wer fand mit wem wann was 
wo?,” GM 134 (1993): 35-40. 
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tomb of Heqaib.2971 After its initial discovery it became part of Grenfell’s first collection of 
Egyptian antiquities, which he acquired during his time as Commander-in-chief of the Egyptian 
army from 1885-1892.2972 In November of 1917, Sotheby’s sold the piece to Oscar Raphel, who 
bequeathed it to the museum in 1941.2973 
 
Franke suggested that Fitzwilliam E.2.1946 belonged to the mayor and chief of priests Heqaib, 
who served around the end of the reign of Senwosret III/early Amenemhet III and that T30, 
located just to the north of T28, served as its original location.2974 Bourriau has proposed that 
this piece dates to early in the reign of Amenemhet III as it retains some of the features of 
Senwosret III, including the vertical wrinkles above the nose and a uraeus that attaches at the 
bottom of the headband.2975 Winter has referred to this as the head of the king as a young 
man.2976 Polz placed it in her Idealistic Style and Connor in his Humanizing Style (Nemtyhotep). 
 
I have placed it in the Heads: Group 1, which includes the following five examples: Cairo CG 487 
and 488, Cambridge E.2.1946, New York MMA 29.100.150, and Moscow 4757. The heads in this 
group have distinctive facial features that include large almond shaped eyes with a beaded 
upper eyelid and two lines that come out from the inner canthi to form a small bag under the 
eye. They have a straight nose with a very broad tip, and a small notch in the lower lip that 
divides the lip in half; all wear the nemes headdress. None of the heads have a known 
provenance, but it is possible that the lower lip is a workshop trait. 
 
Description: 
Almost fully intact head of Amenemhet III wearing the nemes headdress. The king’s facial 
features are in line with those ascribed to all the Group 1 heads. This is a rare example in which 
the figure’s nose has survived.  
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, Middle Kingdom Art, pp. 1, 26, 51-52, pl. 69; Baines, “On the Status and Purposes of 
Ancient Egyptian Art,” pp. 80-81, fig. 11; Bourriau, Pharaohs and Mortals, pp. 44-45, pl. II, 1; 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 363, 367, pls. 203, 207-208, 218; Connor, “The Statue 
of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 61-62; Fay, “Missing Parts,” pp. 98-99, fig.2; Fechheimer, 
Kleinplastik der Aegypter, pl. 22-3; Franke, “Der Fundort der Statue Amenemhets III. auf der 
Qubbet el-Hawa,” pp. 35-40; Hall, Illustrated Catalogue of an Exhibition of Ancient Egyptian Art, 
p. 77, no. 19, pl. V; Hall, “Lord Grenfell: An Amateur Egyptologist,” pp. 124-5, 127, fig. 9; Hall, “A 
Provenance for the Cambridge Ammenemes III Head,” pp. 20-23; Harris, Egyptian Art, pp. 36-7, 
pl. 18; Krieger, “Un portrait d’Amenemhat III,” p. 75; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 
90 n. 6; Oppenheim et al. (eds.), Ancient Egypt Transformed, pp. 87-88, Cat. 29; Polz, “Die 
                                                             
2971 Hall has suggested that the statue most likely originated in either the tomb of Heqaib or the tomb of 
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him get it out of the country. R.M. Hall, “A Provenance for the Cambridge Ammenemes III Head,” pp. 20-
23. 
2972 Hall, “A Provenance for the Cambridge Ammenemes III Head,” pp. 20-23. 
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Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 232 n. 26, 235 n. 50, 237 n. 60, 238 n. 68, 242 n. 
87, Pl. 51b; PM VIII, 800-493-620; Ricketts, “Head in Serpentine of Amenemmes III,” pp. 211-12, 
pls. XXXIX, XL; Schneider, Lexikon der Pharaonen, fig. 14; Treausures of the Fitzwilliam Museum, 
no. 4; Treasures from the Fitzwilliam, no. 2; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 202; Vassilika, Egyptian Art, p. 
32, Cat. 12; Wallis, The Art of Ancient Egypt: A Series of Photographic Plates, pl. X, no. 51; 
Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 97; Winter, The Fitzwilliam Museum, no. 5; Wolf, Die 
Kunst Ägyptens, pp. 332-333, fig. 271.  
	
Chicago –  
	
No. 61 (pls. LI, LXIV) 
 
Chicago OIM 140482977  
 
 Head with Nemes  
 
Material: Limestone 




This statue appears in Connor’s Nemtyhotep catalogue as unclassified. 
 
Description: 
Under-life-size head of Amenemhet III wearing the nemes headdress and a false beard. This 
head is only preserved to the neck; the nemes, ears, and beard are damaged.  Characteristic 
traits of Amenemhet III include: modeled brows, almond-shaped eyes, high cheekbones, full lips 
and a straight mouth, and two lines descending from the inner canthi and nasolabial folds.  
 
Bibliography:	
Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 70; PM VIII, no. 800-493-750; Wilson, 
Burden, fig. 12a, Vandier, Manuel III, p. 630 (dated to New Kingdom).	
	
Cleveland, Cleveland Museum of Art –  
	
No. 62 (pls. XXXIV-XXXV, LIV, LXIII) 
 
* Cleveland 1960.56 
 
 Praying Statue of Amenemhet III  
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 51.2 cm; W = 19.8 cm; D = 18.4 cm2978 
                                                             
2977 I would like to thank Theresa Tiliakos for providing me with images and measurements for this object. 




Comments: Karnak Series 
 
The museum purchased this statue from Mrs. Paul Mallon in Paris, by means of the J.H. Wade 
Fund; it is one of eight examples of the Karnak Series, which includes: Cairo CG 42015, Cairo CG 
42019, Cairo JE 43596, Luxor J.785, Berlin 17551, Cleveland 1960.56, New York MMA 45.2.6, and 
Louvre A.F.2578. All of the statues are granodiorite and depict the king in the same attitude as 
the Deir el-Bahari Series of his father, Senwosret III.  They show the king striding forward with 
his hands pressed flat on his three-dimensional pleated kilt in a posture of adoration. The faces 
of the Karnak Series are elongated with a forward lower jaw and an accentuated, down-turned 
mouth; there are slight differences, but none strong enough to indicate multiple workshops. All 
share the same muscular body type that emphasizes the chest and torso, giving the king a 
young, firm body that is slim, geometric, and naturalistic. Connor has suggested that Cleveland 
1960.56 may join Cairo CG 42019 or CG 42014. 
 
Description: 
Praying statue of Amenemhet III broken off just below the knee. Artists used polishing to 
highlight certain features of the statue such as the skin, while they left other areas rough to 
create a contrast.2979 
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Berman, “La collection egyptienne du Cleveland Museum of Art,” p. 24 fig. 5; Berman and 
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Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 59-63, n. 18; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat 
III,” p. 107, pl. XVc; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 114; 
Kozloff, “Guessing the Unseen from the Seen,” p. 345, fig. 23; Kozloff, “The Visual Arts,” p. 102; 
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Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 n. 24, 257 n. 67, 244 n. 99, 245 n. 105; PM II, p. 286; Russman, Eternal 
Egypt, pp. 22 fig. 7, 35; The Art Quarterly 23 (Autumn 1960), p. 301. 
	
Copenhagen, NyCarlsburg Glyptotek –  
	
No. 63 (pls. XLVIII, LXIV) 
 
* Copenhagen AEIN 9242980  
 
 Head of Amenemhet III Wearing White Crown 
                                                             
2979 Berman and Bohač, The Cleveland Museum of Art, p. 155. 
2980 I would like to thank the staff of the Ny Carlsburg Glyptotek in Copenhagen, particularly Tine Bagh, for 




Material: Gray-green Unmetamorphosized Greywacke with a high content of quartz and 
chlorite2981 
Measurements: Height = 45.8 cm from crown edge to bottom of chin = 14.3 cm; Maximum facial 
width = 13.7 cm; Left ear height = 6.8 cm; Right ear height = 7.2 cm2982 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Heads: Group 2a 
 
Copenhagen AEIN 924 comes from the collection of Carl Jacobsen, which he established in 
1890.2983 Jacobsen acquired the head in 1895 through his connections with Valdemar Schmidt, 
who first published the head in 1899.2984 The provenance of the head is unknown, and it first 
appeared on the art market in Cairo in 1894; Schmidt had originally suggested that is came from 
Middle or Upper Egypt, due to the presence of the white crown. Schmidt purchased it from the 
art dealer, Alexander Dingli, in Cairo in 1894 for 2,000 francs.2985 
 
Scholars have attributed this head to a range of periods from the Middle Kingdom through the 
Late Period. In his effort to date the statue, von Bissing examined three groups of 
monuments.2986 The first included figures of Khasekhemwy, the second included the Hyksos 
sphinxes and statues of the Senwosret III and Amenemhet III, and the third came from the Saite 
period. Ultimately, he attributed the head to the Saite Period. Lange dated the head to 
Amenemhet III, based on the Tanis sphinxes and diorite head in Berlin, although he indicated 
that the choice of stone, the shape of the white crown, and the lack of uraeus all express the 
traditions of the Old Kingdom.2987 Jørgensen has also attributed the head to Amenemhet III 
based on style and comparison with Tanis sphinxes and statue in Moscow.2988 According to 
Vandier, the upper part of the face is consistent with the late 12th Dynasty, while the lower is 
very different. He has stated that the mouth and lips are not those of Senwosret IIII or 
Amenemhet III; however, he has noted that that Bothmer, an expert in the Late Period, did not 
believe this head dated to that period, making Vandier more inclined to date it to the Middle 
Kingdom. 2989 An outlier, Mogensen, has dated the head to the Early Dynastic Period.2990 
 
Scholars have also attempted to date the statue within the reign of Amenemhet III. Von Bissing 
has proposed that the statue originally came from Thebes.2991 Further, based on the two folds 
under the lower lip and the folds around the cheekbones, nose, and mouth he has suggested 
that this statue represented a mature, but not decrepit man.2992 Evers has linked the king’s facial 
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features with his Middle Phase.2993 Finally, Mogens has called this a young Amenemhet III.2994 
Polz placed Copenhagen AEIN 294 in her Realistic Group as an outlier and Connor puts it in his 
Greywacke Group (Diss.), Humanizing Style (Nemtyhotep).  
 
In some of the most recent analysis of the head, Oppenheim has pointed out that the soft 
impression and texture of the stone is a modern one, as the sculpture was originally painted.2995 
An inscription from the greywacke quarries at Wadi Hammamat suggests that workmen 
quarried stone from that site for statues for Amenemhet III’s pyramid complex at Hawara, but it 
is also possible this piece came from a deity temple. Oppenheim has stated that this example 
must have been a single work by a master sculptor as it is hard to connect to his other 
statuary.2996 I, like Connor, have grouped the head with the rest of the greywacke statuary.  
 
Description: 
Head of Amenemhet III wearing the white crown with no uraeus. In 1981, M. Jørgensen 
published a very detailed study of this head.2997 According to his work, this head was part of a 
near life-size statue with evidence of a narrow back pillar. He has suggested further that the 
damage to the back and neck are more recent and likely occurred to make the object easier to 
transport and sell.2998 The head has a visible bony structure with a muscular face and strong 
brows. The temples are deep, and the cheekbones and nose are broad with a strong chin and 
nostrils. The mouth has a prominent musculature, including the nasolabial folds and the two 
deep furrows between the lower lip and the chin. The corners of the mouth are long and 
narrow, and the lips are wide with a sharp protruding edge. The eyes are long and narrow with 
deep orbitals.  
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, Middle Kingdom Art, 49, pl. 59; Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” 
p. 47; Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, pl. 26a and text (dated to Saite); Boreux, L’Art 
Égyptien, p. 24; Breasted, Geschichte Ägyptens, fig. 102; Brandl, “Late Middle Kingdom or Late 
Period,” pp. 46-47, fig. 17; Breckenridge, Likeness, Fig. 30 (dated to LP); Byvanck, De kunst der 
oudheid, pl. XXVII (95); Capart, Agyptiscke Skulpturer, pp. 39-42, fig. 1-2; Connor, Images du 
pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 363, 365, pls. 203, 207-208, 211, 220, 222-223; Connor, “The Statue of 
the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 60-61; Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen 
Empire, p. 41; Engelbach, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” p. 25; Evers, Staat I, p. 100, pl. 
111-112; Glassi, Tehenu e le origini mediterranee della civilta egizia, fig. 101; Habachi, 
Elephantine IV: The Sanctuary of Heqaib, p. 123, n. 69; Hamann, Agptische Kunst, Wesen und 
Geschichte, p. 173, fig. 176; Jørgensen, “Det Sorte Kongehobede,” pp. 7-27; Jorgensen, How it all 
began, p. 59, fig. 54; Jørgensen, ‘The Black Head of a King,’ pp. 369-371; Laboury, “Le portrait 
royal sous Séostris III et Amenemhat III,” fig. 2; Lange, Sesostris, p. 50, pl. 39; Mogensen, Af et 
langt Livs Historie, p. 124; Mogens, Katalog Agypten I, pp. 168-169; Mogensen, La Glyptotheque 
                                                             
2993 Evers, Staat aus dem Stein I, p. 100. 
2994 Mogens, Katalog Agypten I, p. 168. 
2995 Oppenheim, Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 27, pp. 84-85. 
2996 Oppenheim, Ancient Egypt Transformed, Cat. 27, pp. 84-85. 
2997 Jørgensen, “Det Sorte Kongehobede,” Meddelelser fra Ny Carlsberg Glyptothek 37 (1981): 7-27. 
2998 Jørgensen, “Det Sorte Kongehobede,” p. 8. 
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Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 n. 24, 237 n. 58, 238 n. 68, Pl. 50c; PM VIII, 
800-493-930; Ranke, The Art of Ancient Egypt, p. 16, fig. 102; Ross (ed), The Art of Egypt through 
the Ages, pp. 22, 133; Schmidt, La Glyptoteque Ny-Carlsberg, p. 51, pl. 194; Schneider, Lexikon 
der Pharaonen, fig. 1; Steindorff, A Royal Head from Ancient Egypt, p. 19, pl. 24; Vandier, 
Manuel III, p. 214, pl. LXVI, 4; Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 124, 127, 183, Cat. 53; Wildung, 
L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, fig. 8; Wildung, Sesostris und Amenemhet, p. 17, fig. 8; Woldering, Gods, 
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London, Petrie Museum (UCL) –  
	
No. 64 (pls. XLIX, LXIII) 
 
* London UC143632999  
 
 Head of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Diorite 
Measurements: H = 16.9 cm; W = 18.8 cm 
Provenance: Unknown  
Comments: Heads: Group 2b 
 
Amelia Edwards gifted this head to the museum, she originally purchased it in Egypt. It appears 
in Polz’s Youthful Sub-type and Connor’s Humanizing Style (Nemtyhotep). The heads of Group 
2b are comprised of serpentine, diorite and granodiorite respectively. They are very similar to 
those executed in greywacke, except they have heavier upper eyelids.3000 This designation is not 
meant to imply that all three examples come from the same workshop, but to show a continuity 
of style that is present, in many cases, across the divisions of material or find spot. Berlin 11348 
is the best-preserved example of this group. It depicts the king wearing the amulet necklace of 
Senwosret III; a possible indicator that it may come from their period of coregency. 
 
Description: 
Head of the king wearing the nemes headdress, preserved to the neck. The face is relatively well 
preserved; it has full upper eyelids that cover just over one third of the eye. The king has a 
narrow jaw line, full lips, a straight mouth, and naturally modeled eyebrows. His face is fuller 
and smoother than many examples, which gives him the appearance of youth.  
 
Bibliography: 
                                                             
2999 I would like to thank the staff of the Petrie Museum at University College London for providing me 
with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
3000 This group includes four main examples: Berlin 11348 (serpentine), Cairo RT 22/9/25/3 (granodiorite), 
London UC14363 (diorite), and MMA 24.7.1 (granodiorite), as well as two possible additions: Philadelphia 
E6623 (too small to fully classify) and Hermitage 729 (mouth differs slightly). 
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Bourriau, Pharaohs and Mortals, pp. 45-46, cat. 32; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 
364, 367, pls. 203, 207-208, 216-217, 219; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 
62; Evers, Staat II, p. 113; Hall, Illustrated Catalogue of an Exhibition of Ancient Egyptian Art, p. 
28, no. 1, pl. V; Krieger, “Un portrait d’Amenemhat III,” p. 73; Page, Egyptian Sculpture, no. 31; 
Petrie, Arts and Crafts, fig. 35; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 232 n. 
28 and 31, 237 n. 59, 238 n. 68, 239 n. 75; PM VIII, 800-494-260; Vandier, La Statuaire 
Egyptienne, p. 201; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 201; Wolf, Die Kunst Ägyptens, pp. 332-333, fig. 272. 
	
Moscow, Pushkin Museum –  
	
No. 65 (pls. XLVII, LXIV) 
 
Pushkin 47573001  
 





Comments: Heads: Group 1 
 
Polz placed this head in her Idealistic Style, while Connor left it unclassified (Diss., Nemtyhotep). 
I have grouped it with the Heads: Group 1, which includes the following five examples: Cairo CG 
487 and 488, Cambridge E.2.1946, and New York MMA 29.100.150. The heads in this group have 
distinctive facial features that include large almond shaped eyes with a beaded upper eyelid and 
two lines that come out from the inner canthi to form a small bag under the eye. They have a 
straight nose with a very broad tip, and a small notch in the lower lip that divides the lip in half; 
all wear the nemes headdress. None of the heads have a known provenance, but it is possible 
that the lower lip is a workshop trait. 
 
Description: 
Upper part of a seated statue of Amenemhet III preserved to just below the belt. The king wears 
a shendjet kilt and an incised triple-stripe nemes headdress. The statue is highly polished.  
 
Bibliography: 
Berlev and Hodjash, Sculpture of Ancient Egypt, pp. 87-88, no. 18; Connor, Images du pouvoir en 
Egypte, pp. 363, 368, pls. 203, 207-208; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 61; 
Driotion and Bourguet, Les pharaons, p. 184; Jørgensen, “Det Sorte Kongehobede,” p. 16, fig. 8; 
Jørgensen, “The Black Head of a King,” p. 470, fig. 4; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 
92 n. 9; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 230 n. 23, 232 n. 26, 237 n. 
60, 238 n. 68, 246 n. 108; PM VIII, 800-491-200; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 202, pl. LXVIII.1; 
Woldering, Gods, Men & Pharaohs, p. 210, Cat. 5.  
	
Munich –  
                                                             




No. 66 (pls. L, LXIII) 
 
*  Munich ÄS 67623002  
 
 Upper Part of a Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Ophicalcite 
Measurements: H = 10.7 cm; W = 7.5 cm; D = 4.8 cm  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Similar in style to Heads: Group 3 
 
Wildung suggested that this image comes from the Fayum and represents the chubby, child-like 
image of the king as a young adult.3003 He has noted a number of small asymmetries that he has 
suggested reveal true personality: the ears are of unequal size, the eyes, also unequal, are set 
high on the face, and the mid line of the head does not coincide with that of the body.3004 Polz 
included this head in her Youthful Sub-Type and Connor in his Humanizing Style (Nemtyhotep). 
 
Description: 
Upper half of an under-life-size statue of Amenemhet III preserved from the waist up. The king 
wears an incised triple-stripe nemes headdress and the amulet necklace associated with his 
father, Senwosret III. His face is round, full, and smooth, not unlike Cairo CG 385 from Hawara. 
His brows are modeled, his eyes almond shaped, and his eyelids defined. His nose is long and 
straight, and his lips are full. 
 
Bibliography: 
Altenmüller and Hornbostel, Das Menschenbild im alten Ägypten, pp. 36-37, Cat. 8; Connor, 
Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 364, 367, pls. 203, 207-208, 216; Connor, “The Statue of the 
Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 61-62; Grimm et al., Pharao, pp. 62-63, Cat. 46; Herzer et al. 
Ägyptische und modern Skulptur, pp. 116, 118, Cat. 48; Holthoer, Muinainen Egypti, No. 102; 
Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 232 n. 28 and 30, 238 n. 68, 243 n. 94; 
PM VIII, 800-491-300; Schoske (ed.), Staatliche Sammlung Agyptischer Kunst Munchen, p. 9, fig. 
4; Schoske, “Symmetrophobia,” p. 156, fig. 8; Schoske and Wildung, Ägyptische Kunst München, 
p. 34, figs. 22-23; Schoske and Wildung, Das Münchner Buch der Ägyptischen Kunst, p. 72, fig. 
62; Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 125, 131, 184, Cat. 57; Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, p. 
206, fig. 180; Wildung, Sesostris und Amenemhet, pp. 205 fig. 180, 206; Wildung, “Staatliche 
Sammlung Ägyptischer Kunst: Neuerwerbungen,” pp. 190-193, fig. 3-5; Wildung and Schoske, 
Ägyptische Kunst München, p. 34, fig. 22-23; Wildung and Schoske, Last Exit Munich, pp. 55, 57, 
No. 41.  
 
                                                             
3002 I would like to thank the staff of the Staatliches Museum Ägyptischer Kunst in Munich for providing 
me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
3003 Wildung, “Übermensch und Menschensohn,” pp. 62-63. Altenmüller and Hornbostel, Das 
Menschenbild im alten Ägypten, p. 36, also say young Amenemhet III. 
3004 Schoske and Wildung, Ägyptische Kunst München, p. 34.  
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No. 67 (pls. XXXIII, LXIII) 
 
* Munich ÄS 69823005  
 
 Standing Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Copper, Electrum, Gold, Rock Crystal 
Measurements: H = 56.5 cm; W = 10.5 cm; D = 17.2 cm – H. without plinth = 50.6; width across 
shoulders = 10.5 cm; T = 17.2 cm; Plinth L = 20cm, W = 11.2 cm3006 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Hawara Series 
 
Schoske has dated this piece to Amenemhet III based on the following features: the low 
forehead, the wide sunken cheeks and prominent cheekbones, the pressed lips, the 
accentuation of the features, and the rounded face with the underlying skeletal structure.3007 
This statue is part of a series of three copper royal statues (Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz No. 36, Ortiz 
No. 37) likely from Hawara. This statue appears in Polz and in Nemtyhotep as unclassified. 
 
Description: 
Under-life-size statue of the king striding forward and wearing a shendjet kilt; his headgear and 
arms were attached separately and are now missing. The statue is freestanding and mortised in 
a rectangular base. The arms were worked separately and attached with tang and groove; they 
were originally hanging, with left arm following left foot forward. The protruding ears suggest 
that he may have been wearing the nemes. His body is athletic, with great anatomical detail and 
expert modeling throughout. His face is rounded, his chin juts forward, his cheekbones are 
pronounced, and his lips are pursed. There is evidence of gold sheeting at the temples and 




Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pls. 203, 207-208; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” p. 237 n. 67; PM VIII, 800-471-500; Schoske (ed.), Staatliche Sammlung 
Agyptischer Kunst Munchen, pp. 9-10, 50, fig. 5; Schoske, “Statue Amenemhets III,” pp. 207-212, 
fig. 4.1. Schoske and Wildung, Das Münchner Buch der Ägyptischen Kunst, pp. 74-75, fig. 63; 
Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, pp. 125, 134, 184, Cat. 60; Wildung, Die Kunst des alten Ägypten, 
fig. 42.  
 
No. 68 (pls. XLV, LXV) 
 
                                                             
3005 I would like to thank the staff of the Staatliches Museum Ägyptischer Kunst in Munich for providing 
me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
3006 Schoske, “Statue Amenemhets III,” MJbK 39 (1988): 207. 
3007 Staatliches Museum Ägyptischer Kunst, Inventarkarte. 
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* Munich ÄS 71323008  
 
 Maned-Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Limestone, red-brown paint preserved in mane 
Measurements: 31 x 18 x 28.5 cm3009 
Provenance: Unknown  
Comments: Maned-Sphinx Group (limestone sub-group) 
 
This sphinx is part of a large group of maned-sphinxes dated stylistically to Amenemhet III that 
includes: Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 
8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4 as well as Munich ÄS 7132 and 7133, and London BM EA 65506. I 
have further subdivided these sphinxes based on material into the granodiorite sub-group, the 
limestone sub-group, and the outliers. Excavated examples come from Elkab, Tanis, and 
Bubastis. It is likely that this sphinx originally formed a pair with Cairo CG 391. Polz did not 
include this sphinx in her catalogue, but Connor placed it in his Colossal Series/Monumental 
Style (Diss.), Expressive Style (Nemtyhotep), with the other maned-sphinxes. 
 
M. Gerbaut discovered CG 391 during his 1891 season at ElKab.3010 This sphinx and its pair, 
Munich ÄS 7132, differ somewhat from those found at Tanis, likely due to the softer material 
used for their construction.3011 These two sphinxes were originally part of dyad that had a larger, 
rectangular base.3012 According to Wildung, while CG 391 displayed signs of age, Munich ÄS 7132 
depicted the king as a young adult, with smooth features and without the grumpy expression 
associated with his later years.3013 However, in light of Habachi’s arguments, it is also possible 
that the sphinxes represent coregents. 
 
Description: 
Head and torso of a maned-sphinx; the front legs are missing, and the ears, nose, and false 
beard are damaged. The face of the sphinx adheres generally to the maned-style, but it is 
smoother, fuller, and less accentuated. 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pls. 203, 208, 213; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward 
Nemtyhotep,” No. 60; Daressy, “L’Art Tanite,” pp. 171-173; Delange, Catalogue des statues 
égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 39; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, Sphinx Appendix 42, pp. 67, 94, pl. 
90a; Grimm et al., Pharao, pp. 64-65, Cat. 47; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 
12. Dynastie, p. 113; Hölzl (ed.), Die Pyramiden Ägyptens, p. 344, fig. 218; Montet, Les enigmes 
de Tanis, p. 59; PM VIII, 800-498-550; Schoske, “Ein Mähnensphinx Amenemhets III,” p. 359; 
                                                             
3008 I would like to thank the staff of the Staatliches Museum Ägyptischer Kunst in Munich for providing 
me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
3009 Staatliches Museum Ägyptischer Kunst, Inventarkarte. 
3010 Maspero, Guide du Visiteur au Musée du Caire, p. 38, no. 139 
3011 Schoske, “Ein Mähnensphinx Amenemhets III,” p. 359. 
3012 Schoske, “Ein Mähnensphinx Amenemhets III,” p. 359. 
3013 Wildung, “Übermensch und Menschensohn,” p. 65. 
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Schoske, Faraón: el culto al sol en el antiguo Egipto, p. 253, fig. 109; Schoske (ed.), Staatliche 
Sammlung Agyptischer Kunst Munchen, pp. 8, 54, fig. 3; Schoske and Wildung, Das Münchner 
Buch der Ägyptischen Kunst, p. 71, fig. 61; Warmenbol, Sphinx, pp. 93, 210, Cat. 53; Wildung 
(ed.), Agypten 2000, 125, 132, 184, Cat. 58. 
 
No. 69 (pl. XXXVI) 
 
* Munich ÄS 72683014  
 
 Fragment from a Praying Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Limestone 




This fragment is in the same style as the Karnak Series, but does not fit the specifications of that 
group. Both Polz and Connor include this object in their general catalogues. 
 
Description: 
Fragment from an under-life-size praying statue. The preserved remains of the kilt are in line 
with the pleating and decorative accessories of those examples of Amenemhet III from Karnak. 
Only the king’s right hand remains.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” No. 62; Wildung and Schoske, Last Exit 
Munich, No. 47. 
 
New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art –  
	
No. 70 (pls. XLIX, LXIII) 
 
* New York MMA 24.7.13015  
 
 Head of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 40.6 cm; W = 18.4 cm; D = 25.4 cm  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Heads: Group 2b 
 
                                                             
3014 I would like to thank the staff of the Staatliches Museum Ägyptischer Kunst in Munich for providing 
me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
3015 I would like to thank the staff of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, particularly Adela Oppenheim, for 
providing me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
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Dr. and Mrs. Thomas Foulds gifted this head in 1924. Vandier has likened it to the one found at 
Kom el-Hisn and suggested that is likely originated there or near there.3016 According to Aldred, 
this head depicts the king as old, with sagging facial muscles, similar to the head in Cairo of the 
king as Amun.3017 Polz and Connor have both included the head and left it unclassified. I have 
chosen to place this in Heads: Group 2b.  
 
The examples of this style are comprised of serpentine, diorite and granodiorite respectively, 
but are very similar to those executed in greywacke.3018 This designation is not meant to imply 
that all three examples come from the same workshop, but to show a continuity of style that is 
present in many cases across the divisions of material or find spot. Berlin 11348 is the best-
preserved example of this group. It depicts the king wearing the amulet necklace of Senwosret 
III; a possible indicator that it may come from their period of coregency. 
 
Description: 
Head of Amenemhet III wearing the double crown and preserved to the neck. The crown, ears, 
nose, and chin are damaged. His face has an oval shape with a less accentuated lower jaw than 
some images of this king. His brows are modeled, his eyes almond-shaped, and his ears large. 
The markers of age, around the eyes, nasolabial folds, and mouth, are deeper and more 
accentuated; the give the impression of sagging skin. Nonetheless, it does not reach the level of 
exaggeration seen in the Later Style of Senwosret III. 
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 49, fig. 34; Connor, Images du pouvoir 
en Egypte, p. 368, pls. 203, 208, 221; Hayes, “Royal Portraits of the Twelfth Dynasty,” p. 124 
bottom right; Hayes, Scepter I, p. 199; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 
238 n. 68, 239 n. 76; PM VIII, 800-494-410; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 201, pl. LXV.4. 
	
No. 71 (pls. XLVII, LXIV) 
 
* New York MMA 29.100.1503019  
 
 Head of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Dark Limestone 
Measurements: 1/3 life size3020  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Heads: Group 1 
                                                             
3016 Vandier, Maneul III, p. 201. 
3017 Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits,” p. 49. 
3018 This group includes four main examples: Berlin 11348 (serpentine), Cairo RT 22/9/25/3 (granodiorite), 
London UC14363 (diorite), and MMA 24.7.1 (granodiorite), as well as two possible additions: Philadelphia 
E6623 (too small to fully classify) and Hermitage 729 (mouth differs slightly). 
3019 I would like to thank the staff of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, particularly Adela Oppenheim, for 
providing me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 




Mrs. H.O. Havemeyer bequeathed this object to the museum; it was formerly a part of the H.O. 
Havemeyer Collection. Aldred has likened the nose of this head to the serpentine head in the 
Fitzwilliam and the statues in the Louvre and Pushkin; he placed this statue within the 
Memphite tradition.3021 According to Vandier, this head represents a young king of the Middle 
Kingdom in the idealized style of the Fayum.3022 Polz placed the head in her Idealistic Style and 
Connor in his Humanizing Style (Nemtyhotep). 
 
I have placed this fragment in my Heads: Group 1, which includes the following five examples: 
Cairo CG 487 and 488, Cambridge E.2.1946, New York MMA 29.100.150, and Moscow 4757. The 
heads in this group have distinctive facial features that include large almond shaped eyes with a 
beaded upper eyelid and two lines that come out from the inner canthi to form a small bag 
under the eye. They have a straight nose with a very broad tip, and a small notch in the lower lip 
that divides the lip in half; all wear the nemes headdress. None of the heads have a known 
provenance, but it is possible that the lower lip is a workshop trait. 
 
Description: 
Facial fragment from an under-life-size figure of Amenemhet III wearing the nemes headdress, 
preserved to the neck. The facial features adhere to the style of the Group 1 heads, described 
above and in Chapter Five.  
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 47, fig. 29-31; Connor, Images du 
pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 363, 367, pls. 203, 207-208, 216-218, 222-223; Connor, “The Statue of 
the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 61-62; Fay, “Missing Parts,” pp. 98-99, fig. 2; Franke, “Der 
Fundort der Statue Amenemhets III. auf der Qubbet el-Hawa,” p. 40; Hayes, “Royal Portraits of 
the Twelfth Dynasty,” p. 124 upper left; Hayes, Scepter I, p. 199, fig. 121; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 110; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” pp. 230 n. 23, 232 n. 26, 237 n. 60, 238 n. 68, Pl. 51a; PM VIII, 800-494, 430; 
Vandier, Maneul III, p. 213, pl. LXXI.1; Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, p. 210, fig. 183; Wildung, 
Sesostris und Amenemhet, p. 208 fig. 183, 210. 
 
No. 72 (pl. XXXIV-XXXV, LXIII) 
 
* New York MMA 45.2.63023  
 
 Bust of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Gabbro  
Measurements: H = 20 cm  
Provenance: Unknown  
                                                             
3021 Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits,” p. 47. 
3022 Vandier, Maneul III, p. 213. 
3023 I would like to thank the staff of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, particularly Adela Oppenheim, for 
providing me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
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Comments: Karnak Series 
 
The museum purchased this bust in 1945 using the Rogers Fund; it is one of eight examples of 
the Karnak Series, which includes: Cairo CG 42015,Cairo CG 42019, Cairo JE 43596, Luxor J.785, 
Berlin 17551, Cleveland 1960.56, New York MMA 45.2.6, and Louvre A.F.2578. All of the statues 
are granodiorite and depict the king in the same attitude as the Deir el-Bahari Series of his 
father, Senwosret III.  They show the king striding forward with his hands pressed flat on his 
three-dimensional pleated kilt in a posture of adoration. The faces of the Karnak Series are 
elongated with a forward lower jaw and an accentuated, down-turned mouth; there are slight 
differences, but none strong enough to indicate multiple workshops. All share the same 
muscular body type that emphasizes the chest and torso and gives the king a young, firm body 
that is slim, geometric, and naturalistic. 
 
According to Aldred, this statue represented Amenemhet III in his youth.3024 He points out the 
two vertical furrows in the brow, which are present only on the later statues of Senwosret III 
and the youthful statues of Amenemhet III. It also appears in Polz’s Realistic Group 1 and 
Connor’s Karnak Series (Diss.), Expressive Style (Nemtyhotep). 
 
Description: 
Head, shoulders, and upper torso of a praying statue of Amenemhet III executed in the style of 
the Karnak Series.  
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 48, fig. 32-33; Berman and Bohač, The 
Cleveland Museum of Art: Catalogue of Egyptian Art, p. 156; Connor, Images du pouvoir en 
Egypte, pp. 360, 363, 364, pls. 203, 207-209; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” 
pp. 59-61, n. 18; Hayes, “Royal Portraits of the Twelfth Dynasty,” p. 122 upper left and right 
(called Senwosret III); Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 114; 
Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 n. 24, 236, 244 n. 99; PM VIII, 
800-491-350; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 190. 
	
Paris, Louvre –  
 
No. 73 (pl. XXXIV) 
 
* Louvre A.F.25783025  
 
 Lower Part of a Praying Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Gabbro 
Measurements: H = 48.5 cm; L = 26 cm 
Provenance: Unknown  
                                                             
3024 Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits,”p. 47. 
3025 I would like to thank the staff of the Louvre for providing me with the opportunity to study and 
photograph this object. 
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Comments: Karnak Series 
 
A.F.2578 is one of eight examples of the Karnak Series, which includes: Cairo CG 42015, Cairo CG 
42019, Cairo JE 43596, Luxor J.785, Berlin 17551, Cleveland 1960.56, New York MMA 45.2.6, and 
Louvre A.F.2578. All of the statues are granodiorite and depict the king in the same attitude as 
the Deir el-Bahari Series of his father, Senwosret III.  They show the king striding forward with 
his hands pressed flat on his three-dimensional pleated kilt in a posture of adoration. The faces 
of the Karnak Series are elongated with a forward lower jaw and an accentuated, down-turned 
mouth; there are slight differences, but none strong enough to indicate multiple workshops. All 
share the same muscular body type that emphasizes the chest and torso and give the king a 
young, firm body that is slim, geometric, and naturalistic. Connor has suggested that this may 
join with Cairo JE 43596.3026  
 
Description: 
Fragment from a praying state of Amenemhet III in the style of the Karnak Series, preserved 
from the lower torso to the mid-calf. The figure’s belt buckle and back pillar are anepigraphic. 
 
Bibliography: 
Berman and Bohač, The Cleveland Museum of Art: Catalogue of Egyptian Art, p. 156; Connor, 
Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 360, 364; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” 
pp. 59 n. 18, 61; Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, pp. 46-47; 
Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, p. 114; Polz, “Die Bildnisse 
Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 238 n. 69, 245 n. 105; PM VIII, 800-471-720. 
 
No. 74 (pls. XLIII, LXIV) 
 
* Louvre E.109383027 
 
 Head of a Sphinx 
 
Material: Travertine Limestone 
Measurements: H = 7.5 cm; W = 7.3 cm; D = 7.9 cm  
Provenance: Unknown  
Comments: Classic Sphinx Group 
 
The museum purchased this head in 1902. Delange has likened it to the head in Munich, while 
Krieger has compared it to Berlin 17551, Cairo CG42014-17, and Cairo CG 42020, Louvre N.464, 
Moscow 475, a head from the Nubar Collection, and Fitzwilliam E.2.1946, he has stated that it is 
more in line with the idealized portraits, of which Cairo CG 385 is the prototype.3028 Polz placed 
the head in her Idealistic Style and Connor in his Humanizing Style (Nemtyhotep). 
 
                                                             
3026 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 360. 
3027 I would like to thank the staff of the Louvre for providing me with the opportunity to study and 
photograph this object. 




Head from an under-life-size sphinx of Amenemhet III in the classic style. The horizontal profile 
of the base of the nemes identifies the head as that of a sphinx.3029 The figure is broken off just 
below the neck. The king’s face is full and round with high cheekbones, a long broad nose, and a 
full straight mouth. 
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 47 n. 74; Andreu et al., L’Égypte 
ancienne au Louvre, pp. 96-97; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 363, 367, pls. 203, 
207-208, 216; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 61-62; Delange, Catalogue 
des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, pp. 38-39; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, Sphinx Appendix 
40, pp. 66-67, 95, pl. 89e-f; Krieger, “Un portrait d’Amenemhat III,” pp. 73-75, pl. 6; Polz, “Die 
Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 232 n. 26, 237 n. 60, 238 n. 68, 244 n. 98; 
Vandier, Maneul III, p. 202 
 
Private, Bonhams 2003 –  
 
No. 75 (pls. L, LXIII) 
 
Bonhams 2003  
 
 Facial Fragment 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: H = 8.6 cm3030 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Heads: Group 3 
 
Polz does not include this fragment, but it appears in Connor’s Nemtyhotep catalogue. At the 
time of its sale, it was in a French private collection. 
 
Description: 
Lower half of a face attributed to Amenemhet III. Features that recall the style of Amenemhet III 
include: the shelf-like lower eyelids with two lines descending from the inner canthi, the shape 
of the nose, and the full straight mouth.  The sale catalogue suggests that the eyes may have 
originally been inlaid.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 72; Sale Catalogue Bonhams, May 14th, 
2003, p. 7 no. 11. 
 
Private, Home of Nikolay Semenovitch Golovanov –  
	
                                                             
3029 Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 38. 
3030 Sale Catalogue Bonhams, May 14th, 2003, p. 7 no. 11. 
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No. 76 (pl. LII) 
 
NSG Inv. No. E-1 
 
 Head of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granite 




This head was purchased during World War II; V.V. Solkin recently published the head and 
attributed it to Senwosret III.3032 It was discovered in the apartment of the Russian composer 
Nikoley Semenovitch Golovanov, after his death, when his home became a governmental 
museum. S. Hodjash originally attributed the head to Amenemhet III in 1973.3033 The style of the 




Head of Amenemhet III wearing the nemes headdress; preserved to just below the chin. The lips 
of the king are very full, his chin and lower lip are ever so slightly forward, and his eyes are also 
more in line with the style of Amenemhet III, particularly his images in the more youthful style. 
In addition, the nemes is Form B.1 (plastic double-stripe), which is more common under 
Amenemhet III and is not generally found during the reign of Senwosret III. Golovanov’s own 
notes suggest that it was the head of a sphinx3034 – although this does not appear to be the case, 
based on the published images. 
 
Bibliography: 
Solkin, “Portrait of Senusret III,” pp. 49-55.	
	
Private, Nubar Collection –  
	









                                                             
3031 V.V. Solkin, “Portrait of Senusret III Found in a Russian Collection,” KMT 27 (2016): 49-55, p. 51. 
3032 Solkin, “Portrait of Senusret III,” pp. 49-55. 
3033 S. Hodjash, “A New Portrait of Amenemhat III,” Iskusstvo 12 (1973): 65ff. 





Vandier has placed this head in his Fayum School based on its resemblance to Cairo CG 385,3035 
and Connor included it in his Humanizing Style (Diss., Nemtyhotep). 
 
Description: 
Head of Amenemhet III wearing the nemes; identified by style. 
 
Bibliography: 
Capart, L’art egyptien II, pl. 287; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 368, pls. 207-208, 219; 
Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” no. 77; Gilbert, La Poesie egyptienne pl. xiii; 
Pirenne, Hist.Civ. II, p. 529, pl. 30 between 100-101; PM VIII, 800-494-920; Vandier, Manuel III, 
p. 597 pl. lxvi [2]. 
	
Private, Ortiz Collection  –  
	
No. 78 (pls. XXXIII, LXIII) 
 
Ortiz No. 36 
 
 Copper Alloy Royal Bust 
 
Material: Copper Alloy 
Measurements: H = 46.5 cm3036  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Hawara Series 
 
This head comes from the collection of Maurice Tempelsman, New York (1971-1986). It is one of 
three copper royal statues (Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz No. 36, Ortiz No. 37) thought to have come 
from Hawara. In addition, a number of statues and statue fragments from Petrie’s excavations 
also come from the site. 
 
This statue is one of a group of nine copper figures attributed to the reign of Amenemhet III, 
found buried together as a group.  Ortiz has suggested that they were part of a funerary 
assemblage that was buried during the Hyksos period or from a temple celebrating the cult of 
Amenemhet III, after his death.3037 The group included: a bust of Amenemhat III (Ortiz 
Collection), a kneeling statue of Amenemhet III (Ortiz Collection), a striding statue of 
Amenemhet III (Munich ÄS 6982), a large wig from the statue of a queen (Geneva, private 
collection), a statue of a queen (Ortiz Collection), and four standing male figures (Oritz Cat. 33-
                                                             
3035 Vandier, Maneul III, p. 201. 
3036 Ortiz, In Pursuit of the Absolute, Cat. 36. 
3037 Ortiz, In Pursuit of the Absolute, Cat. 36.  
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34, Louvre E 27153, and Munich ÄS 7105).3038 All the figures were cast using the lost wax 
technique and any additional elements were hollow cast. 
 
The four male figures are Egyptian high officials; the include the viziers Senwosret and 
Senebsuma, whose statues were inscribed;3039 the statue of the official from Munich is not 
inscribed.3040 All four officials appear in long kilts knotted just below the breast; each was 
originally attached to a hollow rectangular plinth of copper alloy. The figures each have their 
own individual look, for example the Munich official is much more rotund than the other figures. 
None of the royal examples are inscribed. Only the body of the queen remains, her head, arms, 
and feet were cast separately.3041 There is evidence that a sheet of silver originally covered her 
whole body. 
 
Ortiz No. 36 is most likely Amenemhat III, although one of his successors is not impossible.3042 
The difference in material makes it is difficult to compare this image with those made of stone; 
However, the thick, slightly flattened nose, sinuous lips, eyebrows, and cheekbones are favor 
this identification, as well as the supposed origin of the statue. Polz does not include this image, 
Freed places it in her Innovative Group under the title of Amenemhet III as Omnipotent King, 
and Connor left it unclassified (Diss., Nemtyhotep). 
 
Description: 
The bust and head of this figure are hollow cast with thick walls, the arms, which are now 
missing, were attached with tangs and the nemes was cast separately using the lost wax 
technique.3043 The eyes are inlaid with white limestone for the cornea, rock crystal for the iris, 
and for a pellet of black metal for the pupil. The temples were originally inlaid with strips of 
silver or electrum and rivets remain which would have held a silver sheet over the entire bust. 
The uraeus was also cast separately, and was inlaid with gold.  
 
Bibliography: 
Aufrere, “The Middle Kingdom,” 48, fig. 5; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 362, 368, 
pls. 203, 208, 219; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 4; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward 
Nemtyhotep,” p. 59; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” pp. 113-114, 
124, pl. XVIIIb; Michalowski, L’art de l’Egypte, no. 91, 137, pl. 91; Muller, “Eine ungewohnliche 
Metalfigur eines bilden agyptischen Priesters,” p. 27; Ortiz, In Pursuit of the Absolute, Cat. 36; 
Phillips, “The Composite Sculpture of Akhenaten,” pp. 60-61, 63; Schoske, “Statue Amenemhets 
III,” p. 212 n. 20; Schoske, “Statue eines beleibten Mannes,” pp. 177-181; Smith, Art and 
Architecture, p. 100; Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, pp. 210-211, fig. 184; Wildung, Sesostris 
und Amenemhet, 209 fig. 184, 210; Ziegler (ed.), The Pharaohs, pp. 388-389, Cat. 12. 
                                                             
3038 Munich 6080, a statue of a crocodile god, was formerly included with this group. However, in Eine 
ungewohnliche Metalfigur eines bilden agyptischen Priesters, H.W. Muller has stated that an eyewitness 
to the original discovery of the group confirmed that the seller added the crocodile god later to create 
more interst in the group.  
3039 Ortiz, In Pursuit of the Absolute, Cat. 33-34. 
3040 S. Schoske, “Statue eines beleibten Mannes,” MJbK 43 (1992): 177-181. 
3041 Ortiz, In Pursuit of the Absolute, Cat. 35. 
3042 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 362 n. 1159. 




No. 79 (pls. XXXIII, LXIII) 
 
Ortiz No. 37 
 
 Kneeling Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Copper Alloy 
Measurements: H = 26.5 cm3044  
Provenance: Unknown, possibly Hawara 
Comments: Hawara Series 
 
This statue comes from the collection of Maurice Tempelsman, New York (1971-1986). It is one 
of three copper royal statues (Munich ÄS 6982, Ortiz No. 36, Ortiz No. 37) thought to have come 
from Hawara. In addition, a number of statues and statue fragments from Petrie’s excavations 
also come from the site. Polz did not include this statue, Freed placed it, with some hesitation, in 
her Traditional Group, and Connor left it unclassified (Diss., Nemtyhotep). It is also part of the 
same group of nine statues as the previous entry. 
 
Description: 
Kneeling statue of Amenemhet III most likely holding two nw-pots. Solid cast using the lost wax 
technique, projecting tongs are preserved on the knees for insertion into a stand. The arms were 
cast separately and attached with tangs; they are not preserved. A gold inlay at the temples in 
the shape of the king’s sideburns is the only evidence of the king’s nemes headdress. Further, 
Ortiz has suggested that the kilt was inlaid with silver and that the original surface of the figure 
was highly polished.3045 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 368, pls. 219; Connor, “Pierres et statues,” p. 4; Hill, 
“Appendix I,” pp. 244-245, Cat. 128; Ortiz, In Pursuit of the Absolute, Cat. 37; Phillips, “The 
Composite Sculpture of Akhenaten,” p. 63; PM VIII, 800-480-750; Smith, Art and Architecture, p. 
100.  
	
Private, Unknown –  
 
No. 80 (pls. XXX, LXIII) 
 
Fay 2003  
 
 Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Serpentine or Steatite 
                                                             
3044 Ortiz, In Pursuit of the Absolute, Cat. 37. 
3045 Ortiz, In Pursuit of the Absolute, Cat. 37.  
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Measurements: H = 14 cm; L = 14 cm; W = 9 cm3046 
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Hawara Series 
 
This bust was reportedly found at Hawara with the copper alloy statues now in the Louvre, 
Munich, and the Ortiz collection.3047 Fay attributed the image to Amenemhet III based on the 
following characteristics: the slightly forward position of the chin, the flat shallow cheekbones, 
the muscular corners of the mouth, and the wide straight shape of the mouth. In addition, the 
king has large, horizontal, almond-shaped eyes with sharp folds along the upper eyelids, and 
bags under the eyes. Fay described the features of this image as juvenile and the king wears the 
amulet necklace of Senwosret III, like Cairo CG 385, another example known to come from 




Statue of Amenemhet III from a private collection, preserved from the waist up. The angle of the 
shoulders and top of the arms suggests that the figure depicted the king striding forward with 
his hands flat on his kilt or kneeling with his hands holding nw-pots; the latter is most likely due 
to the distinctive nature of the Karnak Series.3048 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 367, pl. 216; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward 
Nemtyhotep,” p. 62; Fay, “L’art egyptien du Moyen Empire, Seconde partie,” pp. 17-18, figs. 14-
5. 
 
Rome, Museo Nazionale dell Terme –  
 




 Nilotic Dyad 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: 71 cm  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: “Tanis” Series 
 
The “Tanis” Series includes at least eight maned-sphinxes (Cairo CG 393, CG 394, CG 
530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4) and at least two 
Nilotic dyads (Cairo CG 392, Cairo CG 531, Rome 8607). Archaeologists discovered the objects in 
this series, formerly a part of the group termed the Hyksos Monuments, at Tanis, but all were 
                                                             
3046 Fay, “L’art egyptien du Moyen Empire, Seconde partie,” pp. 17-18, figs. 14-15. 
3047 Fay, “L’art egyptien du Moyen Empire, Seconde partie,” pp. 17-18, figs. 14-15. 
3048 Fay, “L’art egyptien du Moyen Empire, Seconde partie,” p. 18.  
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originally installed elsewhere.3049 I have grouped them here as a geographic series based on 
certain stylistic features that indicate that they may have come from the same workshop and 
therefore, may have been installed at the same site. 
 
Both of the preserved Nilotic Dyads depict two royal figures that bear the gifts of the Nile. The 
presence of a uraeus on the example in Rome designates the figures as royal and scholars have 
been able to further refine their date based on their facial features. Polz placed these dyads in 
her Realistic Group 2 and Connor in his Colossal Series/Monumental Style (Diss.), Expressive 




Head and upper torso of a single royal figure from a Nilotic Dyad. Vitozzi has related these dyads 
to Amenemhet III’s work in the Fayum, and has suggested they represented the androgynous 
nature of the Nile god.3050  
 
Bibliography: 
Capart, Les Monuments dits Hycsos, figs. 4 and 10; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 
360, 363, pls. 203-205, 207-208; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 59-60, n. 
16; Engelbach, “The So-Called Hyksos Monuments,” p. 21; Fechheimer, Die Plastik der Ägypter, 
pl. 59; Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” pp. 116-118; Habachi, “The So-
Called Hyksos Monuments Reconsidered,” pp. 79-92; Hirsche, “Zur Kultpolitik der 12. Dynastie,” 
p. 46; Mariette and de Rouge, Revue Archeologique (1862), pp. 297-305; Pijoan, Summa Artis, 
vol. III, pp. 223, fig. 298 and 299 (dated to Hyksos); Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” p. 231 n. 24; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 210, pl. LXX.3-4; Vittozzi, “Amenemhat III a 
Roma,” pp. 51-63; Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 104; Wildung (ed.), Agypten 2000, 
pp. 125, 133, 184, Cat. 59.  
 
St. Petersburg, Hermitage 
 











This statue was formerly in the collection of N.P Likhschev; it appears in Polz’s Stylized Style and 
is unclassified in Connor Nemtyhotep. 
                                                             
3049 A discussion of the historiography of this group appears in Section 5.1.1. 





Standing statue of Amenemhet III with arms lost. Connor stated that he identified the statue by 
its inscription, but I have been unable to locate an image of the statue or its inscription.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” no. 73; Perepelkin, Opisanie vystabki 
“Pismennost’ drevnego mira i rannego srednebekov’ya”, p. 14; PM VIII, 800-365-710; Lapis and 
Mat’e, Drevneegipetskaya skulptura, pp. 43-4, pl. I; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” p. 246, n. 110. 
 
Group 5 – Questionable Attribution, likely Amenemhet III: 
 
Beirut –  
 
No. 83 (pls. LI, LXIV) 
 
Beirut DGA 27574 
 







According to Connor (Nemtyhotep), this head could depict either Senwosret III or Amenemhet 
III. However, based on the facial structure and the style of the eyes I have attributed it to 
Amenemhet III. The head is badly damaged, leaving the attribution open to interpretation.  
 
Description: 
Under-life-size head of Amenemhet III wearing the nemes headdress. The nose and lower half of 
the face are damaged.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 68; Dunand, Fouilles de Byblos, vol. II, p. 
596, pl. CLVI, no. 13377. 
 
Boston, Museum of Fine Arts –  
 
No. 84 (pl. XLII) 
 
* Boston MFA 88.7473051  
                                                             
3051 I would like to thank the staff of the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston for providing me with the 




 Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 170 cm; W = 45.8 cm; D = 56 cm  
Provenance: Tell Nebesheh, Temple of Wadjet, Pylon 
Comments: Classic Sphinx Group 
 
Petrie uncovered Boston MFA 88.747 during the course of his work at the Delta site of Tell 
Nebesheh in 1886; the EEF gifted it to the museum in 1888.3052 The sphinx comes from inside of 
the temple’s southern pylon opposite an all but destroyed companion sphinx. Petrie dated the 
construction of the temple to the 12th Dynasty. However, based on more recent research, Freed 
has suggested that it is more likely that Ramesses II constructed the temple. According to Freed, 
a lack of architectural evidence at the site indicates that Ramses II brought the statue in from an 
unknown location.3053 Neither Polz nor Connor have included this sphinx in their catalogues, but 
Freed dated it to Amenemhet III. 
 
Freed has ruled out an Old Kingdom date based on the pattern of vertical striations on the front 
apron and the style of beaded collar.3054 Further, while the earliest preserved inscriptions date 
to the 20th Dynasty, no key New Kingdom features are present, making the Middle Kingdom the 
most likely choice for the date. The placement of the inscription, beginning on the breast and 
continuing between the front legs, is a trend that begins in the reign of Amenemhet III; 
therefore the sphinx must date to his reign or later.3055 She further refines the date to 
Amenemhet III specifically based on the modeling of the body and the small base of the statue.  
 
Description: 
Body of sphinx in the classic style with numerous areas of rework. Only secondary inscriptions 
survive; they are located on the chest, base, right shoulder (erased), and rear end (erased). The 
inscriptions date to Setnakht and Ramesses II and there is evidence for earlier names as well.3056 
There is also a crude inscription running along the base, which Petrie originally dated to the 
Second Intermediate Period.3057 
 
Bibliography:	
Freed, “Another Look at the Sculpture of Amenemhat III,” p. 106, pl. XVIIa; Freed, “Defending 
Connoisseurship,” pp. 77-88; Holthoer, Muinainen Egypti, No. 101; Petrie, Nebesheh (Am) and 
Defenneh (Tahpanhes), pp. 10-11, pl. X, 6a.  
 
Cairo, Egyptian Museum –  
 
                                                             
3052 Petrie, Nebesheh (Am) and Defenneh (Tahpanhes)(London: Trubner, 1888), pp. 10-11, pl. X, 6a.  
3053 Freed, “Defending Connoisseurship,” p. 88. 
3054 Freed, “Defending Connoisseurship,” p. 79. 
3055 Freed, “Defending Connoisseurship,” pp. 82-85. 
3056 Freed, “Defending Connoisseurship,” p. 78. 
3057 Petrie, Nebesheh, pp. 10-11. 
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No. 85  
 
* Cairo JE 374683058  
 
 Fragment from a Maned-Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 115 cm; L/Depth = 175 cm3059 
Provenance: Tanis, Great Temple of Amun (original provenance unknown) 
Comments: “Tanis” Series, Maned-Sphinx Group (granodiorite sub-series) 
 
The “Tanis” Series includes at least eight maned-sphinxes (Cairo CG 393, CG 394, CG 
530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4) and at least two 
Nilotic dyads (Cairo CG 392, Cairo CG 531, Rome 8607). Archaeologists discovered the objects in 
this series, formerly a part of the group termed the Hyksos Monuments, at Tanis, but all were 
originally installed elsewhere.3060 I have grouped them here as a geographic series based on 
certain stylistic features that indicate that they may have come from the same workshop and 
therefore, may have been installed at the same site. Mariette uncovered this sphinx, along with 
the others, in 1861 while working for the Egyptian Antiquities Service. 
 
This sphinx is also part of a large group of maned-sphinxes dated stylistically to Amenemhet III 
that includes: Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, 
RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4 as well as Munich ÄS 7132 and 7133, and London BM EA 65506. I 
have further subdivided these sphinxes based on material into the granodiorite sub-group, the 




Fragment of a maned-sphinx from Tanis; Ramses II, Merenptah, and Pseusennes I all usurped 
this sphinx. This fragment is badly damaged and only preserves part of the left rear leg. While 
none of the mane of the sphinx remains, the style, material, and location of the find suggest a 
date to Amenemhet III. 
 
Bibliography: 
No known references. 
 
No. 86  
 
* Cairo JE 374693061  
 
 Fragment from a Maned-Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
                                                             
3058 Alternative numbers include: TR 8/2/21/10 and SR G/151 
3059 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
3060 A discussion of the historiography of this group appears in Section 5.1.1. 





Measurements: H = 75 cm; L/Depth = 120 cm3062 
Provenance: Tanis, Great Temple of Amun (original provenance unknown) 
Comments: “Tanis” Series, Maned-Sphinx Group (granodiorite sub-series) 
 
The “Tanis” Series includes at least eight maned-sphinxes (Cairo CG 393, CG 394, CG 
530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4) and at least two 
Nilotic dyads (Cairo CG 392, Cairo CG 531, Rome 8607). Archaeologists discovered the objects in 
this series, formerly a part of the group termed the Hyksos Monuments, at Tanis, but all were 
originally installed elsewhere.3063 I have grouped them here as a geographic series based on 
certain stylistic features that indicate that they may have come from the same workshop and 
therefore, may have been installed at the same site. Mariette uncovered this sphinx, along with 
the others, in 1861 while working for the Egyptian Antiquities Service. 
 
This sphinx is also part of a large group of maned-sphinxes dated stylistically to Amenemhet III 
that includes: Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, 
RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4 as well as Munich ÄS 7132 and 7133, and London BM EA 65506. I 
have subdivided these sphinxes based on material into the granodiorite sub-group, the 




Fragment of a maned-sphinx that preserves part of the base and left rear leg. While none of the 




No known references. 
 
No. 87  
 
* Cairo RT 8/2/21/33064  
 
 Fragment from a Maned-Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 125 cm3065 
Provenance: Tanis, Great Temple of Amun (original provenance unknown) 
Comments: “Tanis” Series, Maned-Sphinx Group (granodiorite sub-series) 
 
                                                             
3062 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
3063 A discussion of the historiography of this group appears in Section 5.1.1. 
3064 Alternative numbers include: SR G/175 
3065 Cairo Museum Scholar Search Database. 
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The “Tanis” Series includes at least eight maned-sphinxes (Cairo CG 393, CG 394, CG 
530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4) and at least two 
Nilotic dyads (Cairo CG 392, Cairo CG 531, Rome 8607). Archaeologists discovered the objects in 
this series, formerly a part of the group termed the Hyksos Monuments, at Tanis, but they were 
originally installed elsewhere.3066 I have grouped them here as a geographic series based on 
certain stylistic features that indicate that they may have come from the same workshop and 
therefore, may have been installed at the same site. 
 
This sphinx is also part of a large group of maned-sphinxes dated stylistically to Amenemhet III 
that includes: Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, 
RT 8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4 as well as Munich ÄS 7132 and 7133, and London BM EA 65506. I 
have further subdivided these sphinxes based on material into the granodiorite sub-group, the 




Fragment of a maned-sphinx from Tanis usurped during the reign of Psusenes I. This fragment is 
badly damaged and only preserves part of the torso and a small fragment of the cartouche of its 
usurper. While none of the mane of the sphinx remains the style, material, and location of the 
find suggest a date to Amenemhet III. 
 
Bibliography: 
Hill, “The Later Life,” p. 297; Sourouzian, “Seth fils de Nout,” pp. 348-349. 
 
London, British Museum –  
 
No. 88 (pl. LI) 
 
* London BM EA 353613067  
 
 Lower Part of Seated Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: White Quartz 




The museum purchased this statue from R.J. Moss & Co. in 190; it is not included in the 
catalogues of Polz or Connor. The pose of the king and the content of the statue’s inscription 
suggest it is possible that it originally depicted Amenemhet III. The form of the inscription is 
somewhat unusual for the reign of Amenemhet III, as there are no other examples from his 
                                                             
3066 A discussion of the historiography of this group appears in Section 5.1.1. 
3067 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
787 
 
reign on which the entire text appears in a large cartouche. However, this is also the only base 
of a statue of this size to have survived.  
 
Description: 
Lower half of an under-life-size seated statue of Amenemhet III. The king wears the shendjet kilt 
and sits on a block throne with both hands flat on his thighs. 
 
Inscriptions: 
Part of a single line of inscription is preserved in front of the feet of the king inside of a large 
cartouche. Only a small section from the end of the inscription remains with the hieroglyphs for 
“beloved of” and the crocodile element of the name of Sobek, most likely it originally referred to 
Sobek-Shedty, indicating that the statue probably came from the Fayum. 
 
Bibliography: 
PM VIII, 800-365-500. 
	
No. 89 (pl. XLVI, LXV) 
 
* London BM EA 655063068  
 
 Miniature Maned-Sphinx  
 
Material: Obsidian 
Measurements: H = 4.4 cm; W = 2.8 cm; L = 5.2 cm  
Provenance: Unknown 
Comments: Maned Sphinx Group (outlier) 
 
This sphinx is part of a large group of maned-sphinxes dated stylistically to Amenemhet III that 
includes: Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 
8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4 as well as Munich ÄS 7132 and 7133, and London BM EA 65506. I 
have further subdivided these sphinxes based on material into the granodiorite sub-group, the 
limestone sub-group, and the outliers. Excavated examples come from Elkab, Tanis, and 
Bubastis. 
 
The museum purchased this image from Georges Tano in 1951; it does not appear in the 
catalogue of Polz, and Connor has suggested that it could be Amenemhet III or a successor 
(Nemtyhotep). Obsidian is rare for royal statuary during this period, and most examples, as is 
the case here, are of a reduced size. The maned type was very popular with Amenemhet III. This 
example is extremely rare; Warmenbol has also attributed it to Amenemhet III.3069  
 
Description: 
                                                             
3068 I would like to thank the staff of the British Museum for providing me with the opportunity to study 
and photograph this object. 
3069 Warmenbol, Sphinx, pp. 92, 208. 
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Miniature maned-sphinx with holes drilled into and beneath the breast. Depicts the king with 
the characteristics of the maned-style; however, the eyebrows are plastic, which may be an 
effect of the material selected. There are other subtle differences to the facial features and 




Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 68; Fay, The Louvre Sphinx, Sphinx 
Appendix 61, pp. 62, 68 n. 323, 69; PM VIII, 800-498-500; Warmenbol, Sphinx, pp. 92, 208, Cat. 
51 
 
Munich –  
 
No. 90 (pl. XLVI) 
 
* Munich ÄS 71333070  
 





Comments: Maned Sphinx Group (outlier) 
 
This sphinx is part of a large group of maned-sphinxes dated stylistically to Amenemhet III that 
includes: Cairo CG 391, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], JE 37468, JE 37469, RT 
8/2/21/3, and RT 8/2/21/4 as well as Munich ÄS 7132 and 7133, and London BM EA 65506. I 
have further subdivided these sphinxes based on material into the granodiorite sub-group, the 
limestone sub-group, and the outliers. Excavated examples come from Elkab, Tanis, and 
Bubastis. 
 
This sphinx does not appear in the catalogue of Polz, and Connor has suggested that it could be 
Amenemhet III or a successor (Nemtyhotep). Again, the small size of this sphinx and the level of 
preservation make a definitive identification difficult.  
 
Description: 
Body fragment of a miniature maned-sphinx that was usurped in the 19th Dynasty; all 
inscriptions are secondary.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 71; Warmenbol, Sphinx, pp. 73, 210, no. 
55.	
	
                                                             
3070 I would like to thank the staff of the Staatliches Museum Ägyptischer Kunst in Munich for providing 
me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
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Naples, National Museum –  
	
No. 91 (pls. XLIII, LXIV) 
 
Naples No. 387  
 
 Head of Sphinx of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Green Schist 




Pozzi has dated this head generally to period of Senwosret III/Amenemhet III.3072 Polz attributes 
it to Amenemhet III, but Connor does not include it. The nemes style, eyes, mouth, and general 
shape are in line with the features of Amenemhet III, but the nose seems to be a bit too narrow 




Head of a king wearing the nemes headdress. His face has an oval shape, modeled brows, heavy 
upper eyelids, and ledge-like lower lids. Two strong lines descend from the inner canthi and 
nasolabial folds and the mouth is full, with its corners slightly upturned. His nose is straight and 
narrow down to the tip.  
 
Bibliography: 
Maruchhi, Guida illustrate del Museo Nazionale di Napoli, p. 126, no. 357; Polz, “Die Bildnisse 
Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 238 n. 68, 243 n. 90; PM II, p. 532; Pozzi, La Collezione 
Egiziana del Museum Archeologico Nazionale di Napoli, p. 41, Cat. 1.2, fig. 6.1. 
	
Philadelphia –  
 
No. 92 (pls. XLIX, LXIII) 
 
* Philadelphia E66233073 
 
 Head with Crown of Amun 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = c. 10 cm 
Provenance: Hu 
                                                             
3071 Pozzi, La Collezione Egiziana, p. 41. 
3072 Pozzi, La Collezione Egiziana, p. 41. 
3073 I would like to thank Jennifer Houser-Wegner of the University of Pennsylvania Museum of 
Archaeology and Anthropology for providing photography of and additional information on this object. 
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Comments: Similar in style to the Heads: Group 2b 
 
This fragment comes from Petrie’s excavations; the EEF distributed it to the Penn Museum in 
1899. It is similar to Cairo RT 13/4/22/9, which also depicts the king wearing the crown of Amun. 
This fragment appears in Connor’s Nemtyhotep catalogue, but was left unclassified. He has 
suggested that while the statue is extremely fragmentary, the eyes suggest Amenemhet III3074; 
however, Freed has dated the piece to the 13th Dynasty.3075 I think that the eyes and the 




Fragment of a head of Amenemhet III wearing the crown of Amun. The fragment preserves part 
of the crown, the eyes, and the left ear.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 361, pls. 203, 212, 219; Connor, “The Statue of the 
Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 59 n. 24. 
	
Group 6 – Previously Proposed, but Not Attributed Here to Amenemhet III: 
 
Abydos –  
 
* In Situ (pl. LII) 
 
 Shrouded Royal Figure in Naos 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: H = c. 2.25 m3076 
Provenance: South Abydos 
Comments:   
 
This shrine is currently located in the 2nd courtyard of the Temple of Seti I and was discovered in 
South Abydos, near the mortuary temple of Senwosret III. This image is included in Connor’s 
Nemtyhotep catalogue; however, Wegner has recently challenged this date. Based on the size of 
the naos and its iconography, Wegner has attributed it to the Late Middle Kingdom and has 
suggested that it may have come from a royal cult building located near that of Senwosret III.3077 
He has likened the figure to the Hawara Dyads and the dyad of Neferhotep I (Cairo CG 42022). In 
light of recent excavations at South Abydos led by Wegner and McCormak, the former has 
proposed that this figure could have related to the tomb and funerary stela of Sobekhotep 
IV.3078  
                                                             
3074 Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 59. 
3075 Freed, “Another Look,” p. 113. 
3076 Wegner/Cahail, “Royal Funerary Equipment,” p. 148. 
3077 Wegner/Cahail, “Royal Funerary Equipment,” p. 148.  




The inscriptions on the naos are very badly damaged, but it is clear that the sides were once 
inscribed with the titulary of the seated king. All that remains is the epithet, mry dj anx Dt.3079 
Wegner has drawn a comparison between the carving style and column width of the text on the 
recently discovered Sobekhotep funerary stela from tomb S10 at South Abydos. He found that 
the scale of the torus border on the naos and the text registers on the internal frame are nearly 
identical to those same elements on the stela.3080 He has concluded that it is possible that both 
the naos and funerary stela were prepared for the same king and set up in the same royal cult 
installation, whose precise location at South Abydos has yet to be determined.  
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 68; Wegner, The Mortuary Temple of 
Senwosret III, pp. 43-46, Wegner/Cahail, “Royal Funerary Equipment,” p. 148. 
 
Baltimore, Walters Art Gallery –  
 
* Baltimore WAG 22.3513081 (pl. LII) 
 
 Upper Part of a Statue of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Anorthosite Gneiss 




Henry Walters acquired this object in 1925; it was originally purchased from Dikran Kelekian, 
New York and Paris; Steindorff has stated that it was originally purchased in 1912 “from 
Qena.”3082 Connor suggested that this was likely reworked in modern times based on the 
presence of chisel marks at eye level and near the nose and mouth.3083 In addition, he has 
chosen to date the statue to the 13th Dynasty due to the proportions of the nemes, the shape of 
the eyes, and the elongated ears, which are missing the prominent lobe common on statues of 
Amenemhet III.3084  Polz placed the statue in her catalogue of Amenemhet III, in her Idealistic 
Style. Porter and Moss have dated it to Senwosret II. 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 363, pls. 207-208; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward 
Nemtyhotep,” p. 61; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 232 n. 26, 238 n. 
                                                             
3079 Wegner/Cahail, “Royal Funerary Equipment,” p. 148. 
3080 Wegner/Cahail, “Royal Funerary Equipment,” p. 148.  
3081 I would like to thank the staff of the Walters Art Gallery for providing me with the opportunity to 
study and photograph this object. 
3082 Steindorff, Catalogue of the Egyptian Sculpture, no. 98, p. 38. 
3083 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 363. 
3084 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 363-364. 
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68, 242 n. 87; PM VIII, 800-490-200; Steindorff, Catalogue of the Egyptian Sculpture in the 
Walters Art Gallery, no. 98, p. 38, pl. VII; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 200. 
 
Berlin, Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung – 
 
* Berlin 103373085 (pl. LIII) 
 
 Praying Statue of a King 
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 52 cm  
Provenance: Unknown  
Comments:  
 
The museum acquired this object in Luxor; Polz includes it in her catalogue, but Connor dates it 
to a later reign. While similar to the Karnak Series of Amenemhet III, the level of quality for this 
image is substantially lower. The nemes stripes are incised and are not uniform in their 
execution, there are additional lines to emphasize the musculature of the lower abdomen, and 
the features of the king’s face are not in line with those of Amenemhet III, especially those 
examples of the Karnak Series in which the king’s mouth is downturned.  
 
Bibliography: 
Berlin Museum, Führer durch das Berliner Ägyptische Museum, p. 52; Connor, Images du pouvoir 
en Egypte, p. 365; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 61; Fay MDAIK 52, pp. 
119, 134, 140, fig. 28; Museen zu Berlin, Aegyptischen Altertümer und Gipsabgüsse, p. 81; PM 
VIII, 800-471-200.	
	
* Berlin 179503086 (pl. LII) 
 
 Head of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Anorthosite Gneiss 




James Simon gifted this statue in 1906. While Evers attributed this statue to Amenemhet III, 
Vandier questioned that assessment based on the statue’s horizontal eyebrows.3087 Von Bissing 
has compared the head with Copenhagen AIEN 924 and the colossal head from Bubastis in 
                                                             
3085 I would like to thank the staff of the Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung in Berlin, particularly 
Olivia Zorn, for providing me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
3086 I would like to thank the staff of the Ägyptisches Museum und Papyrussammlung in Berlin, particularly 
Olivia Zorn, for providing me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
3087 Vandier, Maneul III, p. 213. 
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Cairo.3088 For Connor, a series of anomalies ultimately let him not to include this object in his 
catalogue; Polz did not include the head either.3089 The very thin facial outline and plastic 
eyebrows and eyelids are not characteristic of Amenemhet III, the nose also differs from other 
preserved examples, and the crown tappers very dramatically. 
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 368-369 n. 1173, pls. 222-223; Wildung (ed.), Agypten 
2000, 124, 126, 183, Cat. 52; Berlin Museum, Führer durch das Berliner Ägyptische Museum, 22, 
53; Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 26a; PM VIII, 800-493-220; Prise (ed.), 
Ägyptisches Museum, 50-51, Cat. 31; Schäfer, Das altägyptische Bildnis, pl. 17; Vandier, Maneul 
III, 213, pl. LXVI.5. 
	
Cairo, Egyptian Museum –  
	
Cairo CG 42016 (JE 36703) (pl. LIII) 
 
 Praying Royal Statue  
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 0.60 m3090 
Provenance: Thebes, Karnak Cachette 
Comments:  
 
Legrain discovered this statue on 3/31/1904 in the Karnak Cachette.3091 Evers has dated it to the 
Late Phase of Amenemhet III and Polz to her Realistic Group 1. However, Connor, like many 
Egyptologists, has dated the statue to a later reign. This figure has a very nipped in waist and a 
defining line just below the pectoral muscles. It is not of the same quality and detail as the 
Karnak Series and its facial features are not as exaggerated. 
 
Bibliography: 
Berman and Bohač, The Cleveland Museum of Art: Catalogue of Egyptian Art, p. 156; Bissing, 
Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 26a; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 363, 
365; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 60-63; Engelbach, “The So-Called 
Hyksos Monuments,” p. 23 n. 1; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, 
pp. 114, 137, 342, No. 277; Krieger, “Un portrait d’Amenemhat III,” p. 73; Krysztof, “The 
Iconography of the Ear,” p. 92 n. 10; Lee, “Amenemhet III,” p. 208; Legrain, Statues et 
Statuettes, p. 11, pl. X; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 n. 24, 235 
n. 49, 237 n. 67, 243 n. 99, 245 n. 105, 251 n. 129; PM II, p. 136; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 197. 
 
Cairo CG 42017 (JE 38320)  
 
                                                             
3088 Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 26a. 
3089 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 368 n. 1173. 
3090 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 342. 
3091 Legrain, Statues et Statuettes I, p. 11.  
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 Praying Royal Statue  
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 0.45 m3092 
Provenance: Thebes, Karnak Cachette 
Comments:  
 
Legrain discovered this statue on 4/9/1904 in the Karnak Cachette.3093 As with the previous 
entry Evers placed this statue in his Late Phase and Polz in her Polz Realistic Group 1; however, it 
is much more likely that it dates to a successor of Amenemhet III.  
 
Bibliography: 
Berman and Bohač, The Cleveland Museum of Art: Catalogue of Egyptian Art, p. 156; Connor, 
Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 363; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 60, 
62-63; Delange, Catalogue des statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 47; Hirsch, Kultpolitik 
und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 114, 137, 342, No. 278; Krieger, “Un portrait 
d’Amenemhat III,” p. 73; Lee, “Amenemhet III,” p. 208; Legrain, “Derniéres Découvertes Faites a 
Karnak,” p. 148; Legrain, Statues et Statuettes, p. 11; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und 
Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 n. 24, 235 n. 49, 238 n. 68, 243 n. 99; PM II, p. 136; Vandier, Maneul 
III, p. 197. 
 
Cairo CG 42018 (JE 37209) (pl. LIII) 
 
 Praying Royal Statue  
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 0.20 m3094 
Provenance: Thebes, Karnak Cachette 
Comments:  
 
Legrain discovered this statue on 6/10/1904 in the Karnak Cachette;3095 its analysis is analogous 
to the previous two entries. 
 
Bibliography: 
Berman and Bohač, The Cleveland Museum of Art: Catalogue of Egyptian Art, p. 156; Bissing, 
Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 26a; Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 363, 
365; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” pp. 60-63; Delange, Catalogue des 
statues égyptiennes du Moyen Empire, p. 47; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 
12. Dynastie, p. 114, 137, 342, No. 279; Krysztof, “The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 92 n. 10; Lee, 
“Amenemhet III,” p. 208; Legrain, Statues et Statuettes, p. 11, pl. XII; Polz, “Die Bildnisse 
                                                             
3092 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 342 
3093 Legrain, Statues et Statuettes I, p. 11.  
3094 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 342 
3095 Legrain, Statues et Statuettes I, p. 11.  
795 
 
Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 231 n. 24, 235 n. 49, 238 n. 68, 243 n. 99; PM II, p. 136; 
Vandier, Maneul III, p. 197.  
 
Cairo CG 42020 (JE 37397) (pl. LIII) 
 
 Praying Royal Statue  
 
Material: Granodiorite 
Measurements: H = 0.90 m3096 
Provenance: Thebes, Karnak Cachette 
Comments:  
 
Legrain discovered this statue on 3/31/1904 in the Karnak Cachette;3097 the analysis of the 
object is analogous with the previous three entries. 
 
Description: 
Praying royal statue, legs and base missing. 
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 50 n. 89; Berman and Bohač, The 
Cleveland Museum of Art, p. 156; Bissing, Denkmäler ägyptischer Sculptur, text to pl. 26a; 
Bongioanni and Croce, The Treasures of Ancient Egypt, p. 123; Connor, Images du pouvoir en 
Egypte, p. 365; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 61-63; Engelbach, “The So-
Called Hyksos Monuments,” p. 23 n. 1; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme der 12. 
Dynastie, pp. 114, 137, 342, No. 280; Krieger, “Un portrait d’Amenemhat III,” p. 73; Krysztof, 
“The Iconography of the Ear,” p. 92 n. 10; Lee, “Amenemhet III,” p. 208; Legrain, Statues et 
Statuettes, p. 12, pl. XI; PM II, p. 136; Ricketts, “Head of Amenemmes III in Obsidian,” p. 72; 
Vandier, Maneul III, pp. 197-198, 200, pl. LXV.3; Weigall, Ancient Egyptian Works of Art, p. 96. 
 
New York, New York Art Institute –  
 
New York S.439 
 
 Seated Statue of Amenemhet III 
 





                                                             
3096 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 342. 
3097 Legrain, Statues et Statuettes I, p. 12. 
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Included in Connor (Nemtyhotep) but left unclassified. Connor states that he identified this 
statue as Amenemhet III based on inscriptions; however, there are no images of the object and I 
have been unable to verify its existence by any other means.   
 
Bibliography: 
Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 72  
 
New York, Metropolitan Museum of Art –  
 
* New York MMA 08.200.23098  
 
 Head of Amenemhet III 
 
Material: Limestone 
Measurements: H = 14 cm3099 
Provenance: Lisht  
Comments:  
 
The Museum’s excavations at Lisht uncovered this head in the filling of a tomb shaft adjacent to 
the causeway of the pyramid temple of Amenemhet I.3100 At the time of its excavation, Mace 
dated the head to the reign of Amenemhet III(?). Aldred has proposed that it might have been 
dedicated to the mortuary cult of Amenemhet I;3101 he dated it to Senwosret III and has 
suggested that it depicted the king as a young man.3102 According to Delia, this statue represents 
a young Senwosret III and he likely dedicated the image to Amenemhet I.3103 Simpson dated the 
statue to Amenemhet III and has suggested that it derived from the Theban School.3104 Connor, 
who has focused much of his research on the statuary of the Late Middle Kingdom, has dated 
this head to Sobeknefru.3105 
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 41, fig. 21 and 22; Connor, Images du 
pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 346, 367, pls. 207; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 
61; Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 146; Franke, “Der Fundort der Statue 
Amenemhets III. auf der Qubbet el-Hawa,” p. 39; Fay, “The “Abydos Princess”,” p. 131; Hayes, 
“Royal Portraits of the Twelfth Dynasty,” p. 119 upper right; Hirsch, Kultpolitik und 
Tempelbauprogramme der 12. Dynastie, pp. 118, 345, No. 287; Mace, “The Egyptian 
Expedition,” pp. 186 fig. 4, 187; Michalowski, L’art de l’ancienne Égypte, pp. 378, 449, Cat. 310; 
                                                             
3098 I would like to thank the staff of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, particularly Adela Oppenheim, for 
providing me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
3099 Hirsch, Kultpolitik und Tempelbauprogramme, p. 345 
3100 A.C. Mace, “The Egyptian Expedition: III. The Pyramid of Amenemhat,” BMMA 3 (1908): 184-188. 
3101 Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits,” p. 41. 
3102 Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits,” pp. 41-43. 
3103 Delia, A Study of the Reign of Senwosret III, p. 146.  
3104 Simpson, The Face of Egypt, p. 19. 
3105 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 346, 367. 
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Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 233 n. 28, 31 and 33, 235 n. 53, 237 n. 
59, 238 n. 68, 239 n. 70, 239 n. 75, 242 n. 86, Pl. 51d; PM IV, p. 81; Simpson, The Face of Egypt, 
p. 19, Cat. 6; Vandier, Maneul III, pl. LVIII.3; Wildung, L’Age d’or de l’Egypte, pp. 206, 208, fig. 
182; Wildung, Sesostris und Amenemhet, pp. 206, 207 fig. 182, 208.  
 
* New York MMA 12.183.63106 (pl. LIII) 
 
 Head of a King 
 
Material: Quartzite 




J. Pierpont Morgan gifted this head in 1912. Aldred has placed it in his idealistic Memphite style 
of Amenemhet III.3107 Polz has also attributed this head to that king and placed it in her Stylized 
Style. However, Connor has dated this head to the first half of the 13th Dynasty based on 
differences in the musculature of the face, the distance between the eyes, the protruding lower 
lip and chin.3108 The extreme protrusion of the lower jaw, chin, and lip is not characteristic of 
Amenemhet III, nor are the very heavy brow ridge and the less pronounced cheekbones.  
 
Bibliography: 
Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits of the Middle Kingdom,” p. 48, fig. 35-36; Connor, Images du 
pouvoir en Egypte, p. 364, pls. 207; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward Nemtyhotep,” p. 61 n. 
34; Hayes, “Royal Portraits of the Twelfth Dynasty,” p. 120 upper left; Polz, “Die Bildnisse 
Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 232 n. 27, 237 n. 61, 238 n. 68, Pl. 52a; PM VIII, 800-494-
400; Steindorff, “A Portrait-Statue of Sesostris III,” pp. 52, 53, fig. 7; Vandier, Maneul III, p. 190 , 
pl. LVIII.5. 
 
Private Collection, Basel –  
 
Basel, Private Collection (pl. LIII) 
 
 Head of a King 
 
Material: Anorthosite Gneiss 




                                                             
3106 I would like to thank the staff of the Metropolitan Museum of Art, particularly Adela Oppenheim, for 
providing me with the opportunity to study and photograph this object. 
3107 Aldred, “Some Royal Portraits,” pp. 49-50. 
3108 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 364. 
3109 Cat. Le Don du Nil Art Egyptien dans les Collection Suisses, Cat. 145, p. 44. 
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This head was in a private collection in Basel in 1978, but was sold at Christie’s in 1998.3110 The 
Catalogues, Le Don du Nil Art Egyptien dans les Collection Suisses and Geschenk des Nils: 
Aegyptische Kunstwerke aus Schweizer Besitz. Archäologische Sammlung der Universität Zürich; 
Historisches Museum, Bern; Kunstmuseum, Luzern; Musée d’Art et d’Histoire, Genève. Eine 
Ausstellung der Ägyptologischen Seminars der Universität Basel, have all dated this head to 
Senwosret III, based on its large ears and the similarity of the facial features to those of that 
king.3111 However, Polz dated it to Amenemhet III and classified it as the Realistic-Expressive 
Style and the Youthful Sub-Type.3112 Connor on the other hand has dated it to the early 13th 




Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, pp. 364, 367; Connor, “The Statue of the Steward 
Nemtyhotep,” p. 61; Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” pp. 232 n. 28 and 31, 
237 n. 59, 238 n. 68; Cat. Le Don du Nil Art Egyptien dans les Collection Suisses, p. 44, Cat. 145, 
and unnumbered pl.; Müller, Ägyptische Kunstwerke, p. 63; Schlögl, Geschenk des Nils, p. 45, 
Cat. 145 (called Senwosret III); PM VIII, 800-495-100. 
	
Seattle Art Museum –  
 
SAM 55.176 (pl. LIII) 
 
 Head of a King 
 
Material: Quartzite 




Maguid Sameda purchased this head in Cairo on behalf of the museum in September of 1955. 
The new Topographical Bibliography has suggested that it likely depicts Amenemhet III; 
however, I do not agree. The facial planes are very flat, and the chin is almost square. While the 
fragment is very damaged, the lower half of the face is lacking in the more naturalistic details 
common to other representations of Amenemhet III. The eyes do appear in line with the style of 
Amenemhet III, but not enough remains to confirm a date. In addition, the use of quartzite is 
relatively rare under Amenemhet III.  
	
                                                             
3110 PM VIII, 800-494-600. 
3111 Cat. Le Don du Nil Art Egyptien dans les Collection Suisses, Cat. 145, p. 44; Schlögl, H. Geschenk des 
Nils: Aegyptische Kunstwerke aus Schweizer Besitz. Archäologische Sammlung der Universität Zürich; 
Historisches Museum, Bern; Kunstmuseum, Luzern; Musée d’Art et d’Histoire, Genève. Eine Ausstellung der 
Ägyptologischen Seminars der Universität Basel. Basel: Schweizersicher Bankverein, 1978. Cat. 145, p. 45.  
3112 Polz, “Die Bildnisse Sesostris’ III und Amenemhets III,” p. 232 n. 28 and 31. 
3113 Connor, Images du pouvoir en Egypte, p. 364. 




PM VIII, 800-494-600  
	
Vatican, Museo Gregoriano Egizio –  
 
Vatican 22752 (pl. LII) 
 
 Head of a King 
 
Material: Granodiorite 




The new Topogrpahical Bibliography has suggested that this head likely depicts Amenemhet III. 
According to Tulli, the forehead, eyes, eyelids, nose, mouth, and chin recall the features of 
Amenemhet III. He has further likened the form of the eyes to Senwosret III and Nofret, a style 
that is rare in the New Kingdom.3116 He ultimately concludes that the features are most similar 
to those of Amenemhet III. I do not think there is enough iconographic or stylistic evidence to 
confidently date this head to Amenemhet III. The face shape is very angular and square at the 
chin, similar to the head in Seattle. The nemes and ears are very poorly executed, the eyes are 
flat and elongated, and the eyebrows form a narrow ridge that is not present in the statuary of 
Amenemhet III. If it were Amenemhet III, it would have to be a regional example, carved on 
location, similar to the Serabit el-Khadim Series of Senwosret III.  
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pl. xl [100] (as No. 207); H.W. Muller, Archive 24 [II/1-24-5]; Rosati and Buranelli, Les Egyptiens 
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Plate I: The Early and Later Styles of Senwosret III: Brooklyn 52.1 (Early Style), Louvre E 




The Youthful Sub-type:  
• Oval face-shape 
• Full cheeks, smooth 
features, limited facial 
modeling 
The Intermediary Sub-Type: 
• Oval face-shape 
• Modeling begins to elongate 
face, emphasizes 
cheekbones, eyes, and 
mouth 
The Aged Sub-Type: 
• Oval face with square lower 
jaw, chin slightly forward 
• Highly articulated features 
emphasizing eyes, mouth, 
and lower jaw 
Eyes: 
• Large, almond-shaped  
• Little additional modeling or 
lines 
• Smooth brow and forehead 
Eyes: 
• Almond-shaped, but 
drooping at outer corners 
• Additional modeling to 
create the look of bags 
under the eye 
Eyes: 
• Highly emphasized, very 
rounded, at time bulging 
• Deeply-set with 
exaggerated bags and 
downward furrows 
Mouth: 
• Uniformly full and 
straight 
Mouth: 




• Unusually thick at center 
• Corners downturned 
• Lower lip protruding 
Plate II: The Later Style Sub-Groups: Louvre E 12960 (Youthful Sub-Group), Cairo RT 
18/4/22/4 (Intermediary Sub-Group), Nelson 62.11  (Aged Sub-Group) 
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Plate III: The Abydos Temple of Osiris Series:  London BM EA 608, Mariette 1880 
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Plate IV:  The South Abydos Series: 
Abydos QS1, Abydos QS2, SA.2090 
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Plate V: The Deir el-Bahari 
Series: 
 
London BM EA 684, London 
BM EA 685, London BM EA 
686, Deir el-Bahari Torso 1, 
Cairo RT 18/4/22/4, London 
BM EA 768 
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Plate VI: The Deir el-Bahari Series Faces: London BM EA 684, London BM EA 685, Cairo RT 
18/4/22/4, London BM EA 686 
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Plate VII: The Karnak Colossi Series: Cairo CG 42011, Cairo CG 42012, Cairo CG 
42011 (face),  Luxor J.34 (front and back) 
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Pl. IX: The Medamoud Series: Louvre E 12960, 





Pl. X: The Medamoud Series: Louvre E 12960 (Youthful), Fitzwilliam 
E.GA.3005.1943 (Youthful), Cairo JE 66569 (Intermediary), Cairo CG 486 
(Intermediary), Louvre E 12962 (Intermediary), Fitzwilliam E.37.1930 (Aged), 











Pl. XII: The Serabit el-Khadim Series:  
London BM EA 692, London BM EA 41758, Boston MFA 





Pl. XIII: The Brooklyn Group: Aswan 1361+Bolougne E 33099, Baltimore WAG 22.115, 
Brooklyn 52.1, JG A 474, Elephantine No. 103, Cairo CG 422, London UC14635, Vienna 







Plate XIV: The Brooklyn Group, Faces:  







Pl. XV: The Royal Women Group: Cairo JE 66569, London BM EA 1145, London 






Pl. XVI: The Quartzite Group, the bases: Abydos QS1, Abydos AS2, London BM EA 






Pl. XVII: The Quartzite Group, the faces: Kansas City 62.11, Hildesheim 412, 







Pl. XVIII: The Quartzite Group, the sphinxes:  
Alexandria, Louvre E 25370, London BM EA 1849, 






Plate XIX: Outlying Images of Senwosret III: 







Plate XX: Outlying Images of Senwosret III: 






Plate XXI: Outlying Images of Senwosret III: 
Tod Magazine T.2486, Khartoum 452, London UC 14343, Ezbet Rushdi Central Sanctuary,  






Plate XXII: Problematic Objects: 







Plate XXIII: Problematic Objects: 






Plate XXIV: The Sed-Festival Lintel of Senwosret III from Medamoud 













Plate XXVI: Relief fragments from the Dahshur Complex of Senwosret III  





Plate XXVII: The Biahmu Series 
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Plate XXIX: The Hawara Series, The Bases:  












Plate XXXI: The Hawara Series, The Dyads:  





Plate XXXII: The Hawara Series, Miscellaneous Fragments:  
Naos fragment left in situ, Leiden F 1934/2.129, Copenhagen AEIN 1417, Group 





Plate XXXIII: The Hawara Series, The Metal Objects:  







Plate XXXIV: The Karnak Series of Amenemhet III: 
Berlin 17551, New York 45.2.6, Cairo JE 43596, Luxor J.117, Cairo CG 42015, 





Plate XXXV: The Karnak Series of Amenemhet III 





















Plate XXXVIII: The Medinet Madi Series: 
 
Eastern triad, Central triad, Milan RAN 





Plate XXXIX: The Tanis Series, The Sphinxes: 












Plate XLI: The Tanis Series, The Faces:  
Cairo CG 393, Cairo  CG 394, Cairo CG 1243[2], Cairo CG 530+1243[1], 











Plate XLIII: The Classic Sphinxes II: Dubroff Family Sphinx, Louvre E 10938, Naples 





Plate XLIV: The Maned-Sphinxes, Granodiorite Sub-Group: Cairo CG 393, Cairo CG 394, Cairo 





Plate XLV: The Maned-Sphinxes, The Limestone Sub-Group: Cairo CG 391, 






Plate XLVI: The Maned-Sphinxes, The Outliers: 





Plate XLVII: The Under-Life-Size Heads: Group 1: Cairo CG 487, Cairo CG 488, 





Plate XLVIII: The Under-Life-Size Heads: Group 2a: Boston MFA 20.1213, Cairo RT 





Plate XLIX: The Under-Life-Size Heads: Group 2b: London UC 14363, 







Plate L: The Under-Life-Size Heads: Group 3: 





Plate LI: Outlying Images of Amenemhet III: 
Chicago OIM 14048, Beirut DGA 27574, Nubar Collection, List Fragment, Deir el-









Plate LII: Outlying Images and Problematic Objects: 
North Karnak E.133, Inv. No. E-1, Berlin 17950, Vatican 22752, Baltimore WAG 





Plate: LIII: Problematic Objects: 
Berlin 10337, Cairo CG 42016, CG 42018, CG 42020, Seattle 55.176, New York MMA 




Plate LIV: The Deir el-Bahari Series of Senwosret III (London BM EA 







Plate LV: Comparison - Louvre E 12960 (Senwosret III, Later Style), Cairo CG 385 


















Plate LVIII: Plan of the Great Temple of Bastet at Bubastis, Plan of the Middle 





Plate LIX: The Bubastis and Mediate Madi Colossi 



































Plate LXVI: Dyads attributed to the coregency between Senwosret III and 
Amenemhet III 





LXVII: Dyads attributable to the coregency between Amenemhet III and IV 
Cairo JE 87082, CG 393, CG 394, CG 530+1243[1], CG 1243[2], CG 392, CG 
391, and Munich ÄS 7132 
